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*TFIf II—^TTS 3-7T-WJ (li) 

PART H—Section 3 —Sub-section (ii) 

m* VtZiR lb WPTtfif (TfifTT Tfowt W? g ly W ) STTT WTft faq wq Tlfft lfiH) 3flfor 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 

fair aft? xtero 
(fltfbujnf ftt*n*T) 

5 TOSR.2007 

w.3tt. 244s--&faw<m > item rrfem, 1973 (1974 m 2 ) ^ rrt 24 ^ ^jrrt ( 1 ) sri vifet^Y ^ft 

-qUHriq ftf RRtf Wf RT T&ZtH W&K ^ fajft foRPT RT gRT 

"RT Ri^«& tt'ft RTRrff «ni, Ri-i®h 3W^fci ^iTs 4> Re ^nf^RJPL ainlH, 4iT5®h i ^ifs e h Pi^i aft? siTV®h 

3^=T *ft ft, ^ ^ 3J%5R ^ ^ ?T<f ^ 3TT«fa ?*ft fa 5lt Wfft 3TR. 3PR <?fa 3Tf^RT^ ^ R 

an-l) Ri^fal 3T3rR? tft?R hk< 1 RR ^IT fW»eil ftIRFT RI ^jRrfrRT 4< Ri^Ria fa^n) <ufs<?> hih^I 

ft" ^RRTRRT ft* *lfsf ?Y*1, (tc<t»ni TTRRt ft d)*i Wft 3T^fa ft> Rm, RT 3Rlft 3TR?T d«b, IpRT ?T ftt ftt 'jfttu 

vffa 3Tfii<d^f«f> o£ ft* ftgafci «t><rO $ | 

[ft. R9?. 23(2 )/200l-^<f\ 
T?R. T? ^h), F^'=W aft? 'fl?4iTft “FRRR 

MINISIRY OF LAW AND JUSTICE 
(Department of Legal Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3345.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), the Central Government hereby appoints of Shri Shahaji R. Shinde, Advocate as Additional 
Public Prosecutor for the purpose of conducting all criminal cases including criminal writ petitions, criminal appeals, 
criminal revisions, criminal references and criminal applications by or against the Union of India or any Department or Office 
of the Central Government, in the High Court of Judicature at Mumbai, with immediate effect for a period of three year or 
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untill further orders, whichever is earlier, subject to the condition that Shri Shahaji R. Shinde, Advocate shall not appear 
against the Union of India or any Department or Office of the Central Government in any criminal case referred to above in 
the High Court of Judicature at Mumbai during the period of his appointment. 

[F.No. 23(2)/2007-Judl.] 
M.A. KHAN YUSUFI, Jt. Secy. &GC. 

1$ 16 WET, 2007 

EH.3TT. 3346.—E^ 3 ^ RRER, ES EfEET ^Tl%cTT, 1973 (1974 ET2) E?T ER! 24 E?T W ER! (l) 

EETE <+><d ^7, 9t)Hcfl %HT Ht. ^116, "Ef <-[43 vixx( 'WTTRE E ERcf EE ET E-sOe RRETR E fEETH ET EHEpRE Sid 

ET TEE RTEP ETfeE Hi Hell EE, fEHE 3m 4d fe EjfeE 3NlM, Tl'fsE yiOiyH, ETfeE 3lfR ePs^ 

3TFEET El EETeTE ERH E> EEpET Ei fRR IE ^ 3?EpH TITl PET EfEEt %ET Ep ETTT?, 3ER EflE 3TfE%3fE> ^ EE E 
*m\ frgfET E?T 3TEfE ^ ElTR ERE EE ET EE(fE TREE E fE# f^ETE ET EHEpRE E ERR Utfm PEEP EifeET errP 
E 1JE| ^ETEfeTE 3 EHEETH H#‘ #P, ETETE ERIE 3 Ep e 4 Ep SHeTE ^ El 3RT^ 3TIE?T EE, 3 ^fl Rp ^cR El, 
ETTE 3TfEETEE7 E ^vq ^ fR^ET ERrfl t I 

[R.EE. 23(2)/2007-*ElfaE ] 
EE. E- TEH RRJET EfEE 3pR RRERp EHTEH 

New Delhi, the 16th November, 2007 

S.O. 3346.—in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 24 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure, 1973 (2 of 1974), the Central Government hereby appoints of Smt. Hina P. Shah, Advocate as Additional Public 
Prosecutor for the purpose of conducting all criminal cases including criminal writ petitions, criminal appeals, criminal 
revisions, criminal references and criminal applications by or against the Union of India or any Department or Office of the 
Central Government, in the High Court of Judicature at Mumbai, with immediate effect for a period of two years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier, subject to the condition that Smt. Hina P. Shah, Advocate shall not appear against the 
Union of India or any Department or Office of the Central Government in any criminal case referred to above in the High 
Court of Judicature at Mumbai during the period of her appointment. 

[F. No. 23(2)/2007-Judl.] 
M.A. KHAN YUSUFI,.Jt. Secy. & GC. 


fEE EETETE 

(TFiR^ iEEFt) 

(EEEtE EEEE ET^ ) 

E^IEcETP, 5 WET, 2007 

EH.3TT. 3347.—RT^RTEEE Eft ERETTp E %R EEESTCT EE 3#RjfEE lEET EHT t fE ER RRER £RT 3TTEET PEWIdcd!, 
1962 (EToFcT IwttEHP) EfWT 5E 3ftT 5E^ ETE Efed SHEER STfafRER, 1961 (EEcf EfEfHEE) Ep ERT 35 eP WERT (1) 
E 'WZ (ii) E EETEEI^ 1-4-2001 RT <-hc;h ii-i'fll RffJ , «£*Kfd Ep PimPrifeia tMdT 

E iT#T 3Tif?TE : EE TT 3TJREH El4Edl4f *f HEP ‘%rfw 3FpTOTE RTE’ Ep #4P 3 'feET EEI t, 

(i) spiqjftd *^ifdE 343REH EE' ET EE EE cl^E %lf4E 3TJEEH Eft ^ ERE ^ fER #TT; 

(ii) EEEtfcE TFTEE TEE ^hlPlE 3flR[EER ERE EiETR EtET; 

t iii) 3-i^HrRci EEHR vm\ EET ‘3ER 3lfEfREE Et ERT 288 ETl TE-ERT (2) ^ fWlEPh w EftElfET 

fERT t.E^TER Ef 3THt ^TcIT-E^ E>t eltsll EESJT ERTRET sftl tJEf 3lfEp1HH E>t ERT 139 E?f ctR-ERI ( 1 ) Ei 3TcPf(T 3TTE lEq<«4 
EEp ERE Et fREcf fdfE EE "^E EHElEiR ?TE fEfEEE ETElfRcT RE "?ETT8TfET dtsll EftSTT ElH<4 ^ElfEER '«slH EM 
SHEER W^Erf 3TEET ETTEER Pd^fE EH EEc[E ERET I 

(iv) TTMctH ^TtlPlE 3FJEER iRTR ETR1 ER EET Ef?T ET 3TRE fEETE HE HI ^flr <rl<sll 

frqri E EIE im T RHtfHE ^RT fEfEEE RRElfhE R$ PeERH Ep EfE ERET I 

2. Ev=?T RTTER EF ETfRE STJETIeE RPTEE 

I T) EEETE 1 E^ HHT-^TnTTE (iii) E dfcrHRsId ERE 3TEET 

(IE) %TTTE 1 E RE-EEETE (jji} R ^rlPteld 3TETt ETtSTT ftE^ H?ff EtHT; EEET 
(E) EEETE 1 ^^E-^EETE (iv) REfRHPtsld 4dlf-TE 3TJEEHE fERETRT RE ERET ER ET 3TEET PddCl 
ER^H ECl’ ERET; E^'TEl 
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(R) 3hhHI SFJTmR «+>l4 ^TrA ^11 3PSWI 5<-t=h ST^^TFT "«t>l4 'SfPT^f 'TfTt WTT «ll^il; 3T*T^T 

(T.) ^RT fHflWPIcft ^ 5R afo 5R ^ TITO TfecT 3*RT tofto Rh TO 35 TTO-TO (1) ^ 
^sl-S (ii) 4) yi^Mnl 4> *t$T $Vii cWT -4*1 <^1 miw ^ImiI 

[STfaj^TT TT. 269/2007/^1 H 203/32/2004-31T.R7.ft. -II] 
^^flFTt, frftw (3TT. ^7. ft.-II) 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Revenue) 

CENTAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES 
New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3347. —It is hereby notified fo.r general information that the organization Sardar Patel Renewable Energy 
Research Institute, Gujurat has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) 
of Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (sa id Act), read with rules 5C and 5D of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) 
with effect from 1-4-2001 in the category of 'Scientific research association' subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

1. (i) The sole objective of the approved 'scientific research association' shall be to undertake scientific research; 

(ii) 'The approved organization shall cany on the scientific research activity by itself; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to Sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit duly signed 
and verified by such accountant to the Commi ssioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax having jurisdiction over 
the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of audit referred 
to above. 

2. The Central Government shall vnthdraw the approval if the approved organization;- 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and amounts applied for scientific research referred 
to in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of 
the said Act read with rules 5C and 5D of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 269/2007/F.No. 203/32/2004/ITA-II] 

RENU JAUHRI, Director (ITA-II) 

5 ’iq £ ®K, 2007 

W.3R. 3348.-^1*11^ TOFlft f m fTO TO t ^ £RT 3IRf4R 

fTOTOr, 1962 (35RT fWTRfeft) ^ to? 5R afft 55. ^ T?m Rfeff 3TFRFT 3?fato?, 1961 (^T toto?) TO 35 
^f-TO (1) 4> (ii) ^ 1-4-2006 $ TEBH TOT, ^ pTHfelPfeld ^ 

3TIRhT 3?ffto 3 W\\ '3F*T mm' toI TO f, 

1. (i) 'HhoH TTTd TlftT R>T 3^R*TR 4* ftn? ; t 

(ii) tom Rtot' stto toto ^ 3 %ito 

(iii) Rto ^t-TRRTT tohT TO toto? Wt TO 288 TTC-TO (2) ^ TTOlfrlU T TO Rtoftcr 

fcto to T TO it ato wi-wttor to^ ii arktofto to 139 ^tarc-TO ( 1 ) ^ tofa to farof) 

RTipT TOT 'fTO to c^7 ^RT ttvm Rrtorl 1^18110 ^§TT $ #5fftoR TO 

3TTTO 3TT^rr 3TI^R f%lR7 ^ -TOT! 

(iv) 3T^)Rd wm f Tift! 3RRT f^TOl Vm 3 ift 61^ tor 

faU ^ Tim it® r Trftm; wi 3d?r torm 

2. Timnr r? Rrfim ^ Hrt Rft 3Fj41f^a f - ; , 

(R7) trnTT 1 ^I-toTT (iii) i dftdHsJd tol RFf tol; 
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(T3) 1 ^ (iii) 3' <5fcrrf®ra 3mt TTRpT ^TT; 3?^ 

(*r) fr qu rm i ^ (iv) A 3 a i fa* ^ fcrq wz ^ to femm 

TPRpT ^t‘ ^TT; 

C*D m-i\ «hi4 4^ <+K VII 3^qi SpJH^TFf <r>l4 H$1 Mi 9I 'JtiM/ll; •3T*T^T 

(t. ) ^?r remold) ^ fmm 5 ^t 3^ 5^. ^ Tim ^ ^ mi 35 sy-wi (l) 'Xws 

(ii) MNNlif ^ 3 ^vq ^ ^PTT TT^TF 'i'i'bl 91<ni «tA J ul 

[3TfV^IU 268/2007m 7T. 203/82/2007-3TT.^.fa.-H] 

fH^I* (3TT. m. I^T.-II) 


New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3348. —It is hereby notified for general information that the organization The Baba Jaswant Singh Trust, 
New Delhi has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of 
the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules), with effect from 
1-4-2006 in the category of ‘other institution*, partly engaged in research activities subject .d the following conditions, 
namely:— 

1. (i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(hi) The approved organization shall maintain books of account and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of account referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and sums applied for scientific research referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the said 
Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 268/2007/F. No. 203/82/2007/ITA-II] 
RENU JAUHRI, Director (ITA-II) 


5 mmR, 2007 

<UT.3?T. 3349.—H4t31*JU u l ^ fat t ^ t % ^ 5RT 3TR3R 

1962 (^T fa ^ IWf fq 3^ 5^. ^ x rf3cT 3TTW STfarfWT, 1961 (^ STfafWT) «IRT 35 

T9VTCT (1) (fi) *£ fcTFEf 1 -4-2007 ^ *PT3R 3TT9? TTg <dd4>kfl ^ fanfalfa l d 

^ 3 ilf wf\ ‘ 3R} 7TWT’ ^ 3T^Ttf^rT W $, 

1 . (i) ^ TTfyr 3 d l fa«K faq fe^TT ; 

(ii) srfa smi 3m ^ ^ ^tt; 

(iii) WH cT*TT 3^1 3TfafW? mt mi 288 (2) ^ 3 

c 4 ^ti=bK ^ ^ mn 139 sy-mi (1) ^ armfa zm 

^ ^ fro fafai ^ 4$ <ten5FH ’gm fttii 

31M7 3tT^f 3T«T?T[ I 

(iv) 3^41 f4ci -micR ^ifa^ zppmi ^ ttstt yp rrfTT 3mm t#ti 3 ^ ^t mtstn 

tfrfc ^ Sri ^ yfa i 
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2. w&n *nr 3rg*frR flnPra ^ arjRffiR :- 

(^) 1 ^ "3' c T-^<NI'-h (iii) c^<ai 4»tfl itfr T^HT; 3T«TOT 

(^) 1 '3^-^BTTP (iji) dfcrdHa^ SPpft cfoai ^R^TT TTRJcT «B^TTT; 3T*RT 

C 7 !) taUTO 1 ^TO-foMPT> (iv) ^ ^Rr<rlRS(l ^ %Tj; TOT ^ ‘SrgSRT ^R ^T STTO P#R°I 

3TFg?T ^ ^TT; 3TTO 

C*0 am 3 t3*toh to! tott ^ to arro s^tvh to4 ^ toto toT tot wqttt; tost 

(t) tot froroeft ^ faro 5^ ata 5 ^ ^ to 'qfew tot 3rfaftro to 35 ^ ^-to ( 1) ^ (ii) 

^ TOVHf ^ 31^ ^ TO ^TOT TOR ^ ^TT I 

f^vi<+> (an. to ft.-II) 
[aqftRJ^rm 267/2007m ^ 203/26/2007-attTO.ft.-II] 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3349.—It is hereby notified for general information that the organization Institute of Pulmocare and Research, 
Kolkata has; been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with Rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with effect from 
1-4-2007 in the category of ‘other institution’, partly engaged in research activities subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ji) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 2S8 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of IncOme-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit referred to above. 

2. The iZentral Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization:— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit rejport referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations received and sums applied for scientific research referred to 
in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
said Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 267/2007/F. No. 203/26/2007/TTA-II] 
RENU JAUHRI, Director (ITA-II) 

13 TOTO, 2007 

W.3CT. 3350. -q«fa l *IKU | ^ TORiT# ^ ftR STf^f^RT ft>TO ^TOTT $ fTO ^ TOTOR TO <HN*X 

foqq i qtpfl , [%2 (TOT F i WWfrft ) ^ ftTO 5*T afa 53T ^ STREET 3TfaftTO, 1961 (TOT SlfaftTO) TOt TO 35 TOt 

to-to (i) (ii) ^TraftnrtfftftTO 1-4-2003 3 arfro ft#i, TOt fonfaftw *raf 

'SRrff^TSF tot 3 TOrcfroRrcf 3 wft aro aWt 3 to t, 3T*rfc( 

(i) an-jtftfar y’OcR TOt TTfyr 4 m4I j i wnfaro ftsiRT ^ ^ ftrc; fror ; 

(ii) apft TOR 3TTOT 3pft H l Mffad URf TOTO 3 TOTf^RT fa*FT -3TTO WfeTOfa 

37^7‘TO ^ 3T3HTO ^TT ; 

(iii) #T2R Wt-WTT T^IT TO TOT SffafTO* TO 288 ^ ^-TO (2) ^ ^ TO mR'HiFmci 

feft sprft ^rmT-T^ toto ^ tot arfafror to 139 ^ ^t-to ( 1) -% ar^fcr 
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SIR <rUsH4>R £RT Urqifad Tcf FWWRd ft 1 ^ 3 

-en^ 3TFTcR 3T«T=fT 3TFm ^rt ^TTT I 

(iv) ^‘HlRa ^ %TT FR cT«TT TFpR Tlf^T 3RFT facRUT T^TT 3lfa: T T fofj FR3T -#^1 

r ttt«t Taem srt w#r ^ ^ ^ttt i 

2. 'fr-st fU<*>K ^TF ^ j,HKi cfipH^i Rift -q^ ^Hlfccl TTTR :— 

(^) ^litiM^ I RTT-^<iyiq> (iii) $ ^RnRgfl crl<sii 5(?0 'let <.<sOii; 3T ? -T^T 

W ^TUTR 1 R ^q-^liJ!9> (iii) $ cfftrffecT 3TTTt T^SIT fwt£ 3R?JcT TOf ^tT; STsqcfT 

C 7 !) 1 (iv) 3 dRriRsIcl 'ol^lfHob 3T^T%TPT ^ %q; RR FR R1 3TTF f^Ri 3Rgq 

'^TFt ^tTTT; 3T2JcfT 

(^) 3TqqT dEJRSTR ^F$ ^FTT ^ RT FR SFRIT 3EfR9R RTC Rt RFRT ^TFf 'qT^TT *mn]|; 3T?RfT 

(^) 'RRT R tWT 5^1 3Tft 5^ R RTO 'Ffel ^RT Sffafwi Rt *TRT 35 Rt tjr^qra (1 ) R T§T5 (ii) ^ 

R 3T^rq qff ^Rt cT«Tr TRFT RFR HFf RRTT I 

[^if^RTTT. 273/2007/TT. U 203/l9/2005-31T.R-.fq.-II] 

TM, SRR^fipf 

New Delhi, the 13th November, 2007 

S.O, 3350. —It is hereby notified for general information that the organization Indian Register of Shipping, 
Miimbai has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with effect from 
1-4-2003 in the category of ‘other institution’ , partly engaged in research activities subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to Ihd Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw' the approval if the approved organization :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1: or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and sums applied for scientific research referred to in 
sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
said Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 


[Notification No. 273/2007/F. No. 203/19/2005/IT All] 
SURENDER PAL, Under Secy. 
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W,3IT. 33S1.-*ff faraK*l R>t RPRfiKt ^ HdqgKI W f^T W t % ^3T *R3RR 3RI 

1 962 (?m ^ Rm 5*1 ata 5R ^ rto qfeffsiRHR sifafam, 1961 (^ mt 35 

■ 3 ^- *iri ( 1 ) 135 (ii) ^ yfoqigf fcrfa 1 - 4-2004 it m&i $fdk^<j <hT^ foe# qfr ft^fafigRT ?ra? 

q> srata ajfftw ^q 3 si^hvh .«>iqfo > q i Mlf 3 wft * qft M 3 sigqtfqn faRT wt, 3rofef :- 

(i) 3i^H)r<d 4 3d i ftq » rr 1 Rqq^Rre w ^iiErp g^fmr ^ ^ ^-frrq^TT; 

(ii) aiiHiRid #T3H *RR %rf^fT 3F|R>?H «M4«t»WIM ^ R^TT; 

(iii) #T3^f RFf-^Rfl TSfot RRT STfaftRR qft SJRI 288 Rft '^q-RRI (2) ^ if RRT 

qftRifai dmz>n it mit ^m-^t qft #sr qrteiT wt ^ ^ 3qf#m Rft *irt 139 Rft 

■?q-^RT (I) ^ 3RFfe 3tlR fiwfl 3Rp RR^ Rft RR? TTR ^ ^ WW* gRT fafaRfr Rc^fe RR 
ewinyftn ^3T qfl^T 'R'M RR# if $4lfaefcR Rl$ 3Riq«R <*ig«W ^iq*t»^ ^ 3R<J<T <tA J n I 

(iv) tidies'i 4*nPiqv 3F[RRFT R> Rnv, UTR! 7TRT y^q<i <iRl q>F 3J^RT fqq< y r «4*li trloi 

q^sn ftqte ^ rtr im qfrans m teftwa wmM t$ nf?r r&tt 1 


2 . 4U4>r ri? st^Hkn ^ itrft Rfq fiq<jH :- 

(rO Vwi4> 1 ^ ^q-^iiiiq> (iii) if afoflftaa ^€t r?T t^tt; 3t*wt 
C a) ^mi4> 1 ^ ^q-^rawi (iii) $ ^ fertf a ^ sr^fr #§n -<Rten tr^t q?f q^rr; 3 t*rtt 

(q) "^raw 1 '^'3q-^<iy|ih (iv)"^P alcnRao ^iRiqi st^R^h "%q miki i4^«w <\i4 q>T 3 rht fqq<°t y^<jd 
q^TT; 3TO3T 

CR) 31M*ii ST^RRH «hl4 «h<41 ^ RR ^IT 3TR3fT3T^TRR q>i4 RJt RTRR RIRI RTR7TT; 3>TRHfT 
(■^) fH^HlcMl fTO 5 V afa 5 ^ RTR qfe?T^fqlWT R>t RRT 35 R»t aq-^RT (1) (ii) 

3TIRRF!) 3TJ^q ^^TT RRT "3qqiT Hf^t'l t 1^T «tiVn I 


[STRRjRqTR. 275/2007/qq. U 203/33/2006-3R.Rr.Rf.-II] 

SRRRfRR 


N ew Delhi, the 16th November, 2007 

S. O. 3351.—It is hereby notified for general information that the organization National Institute of Immunology, 
New Delhi has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of 
the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5 C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with effect from 
1-4-2004 in the category of ‘other institution’, partly engaged in research activities subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— . 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall be utilized for scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out scientific research through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 


(iii) The approved organization shal l maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit referred to above. 


2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization:— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) f ails to furnish its statement of donations received and sums applied for scientific research referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the said 
Act read with rules 5C and 5E of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 275/2007/F. No. 203/33/2006/ITA-IIj 
SURENDER PAL, Under Secy. 
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16^F5Ft, 2007 

^T.3TT. 3352.-^&TTWT faq Tfl qg Rl ^ arfv^f^TT feRT 1^ ~37°EK IRI IWMc ft, 

1962 (^T fHtfRMtf)) ^ fw? 5*T 3^ S£. ^ ^1*1 T rfecT 3TW13TfafWT, 1961 (^T 3 ^Mwt) ^ SfRT 35 BR-qRT (1) 
^TO(ii) 1 -4-2002 ft ftTO ff^TT ^Hd l $d ftfrft q ftjfftq?H , ^ ?Tcff^3Tm 

'U aftftps 3 ft wft' ktiU* srjftm ftq' ^ft ft tot trt t, 

(i) W , I<3'1 xAti TTfVT ^T 'ft fciQ, Ift^i 'Jiii^Mf ; 

(ii) ft 4 lcH 3 |h 4 ft«fcK4 3T*RT 3Pft IIHfiftfl W3l ft ft <*ft 4 H; 

(iii) Tftm ^ftt-TMTcIT T#T 7T«TT '3^T srfftftm ftt *TRT 288 ftt 3q-«lRT (2) ft TWfarRT ft W ftftrrfftT 

fftfttft^mft smt ‘sirni-^Ft ft[ ft^T ^r<nim ftft srfafftm ft! rrt 139 ^^-sirt ( 1) ftftrpfa 

31R Idcf^il 3}'*<Jd ft! fd^cl cRT ftft c^sd^K UTCT fa fa q cl ^cqifafl tTRnSjftcT c4<sl! "ftlSTT Um 1<£ RlMrt ft 

$f^Tfa^TR <,<$j4 qicA 3H"4*M ■3il^°K1 3RRT 3TR3R Pl<v?l«h ftt JK<Jfl "^fiftTI; 

(iv) srptfai ft^m ^\U<* sigftm ft Ifttr wz m m\ ^wi t^TRi ftft ftsi t^tt 

ftfti ft ^TT®T Mpl^T^ Ski fftfaRcT ^ic^llfHci ftft faq*,' 4 ! ftt Ufci 

2 ft^ TTRm ^ 3jgftt<R cnfrra ft a^ftfcd wm:~ 

W ^rrai9> 1 ft 3q-ftlBTTO (iii) ft ft^fecT ft®T 7#U; 3T«RT 

(7§) ^IUH6 1 ^ 3q-<ftrai9> (iii) ft sfcfRfecf 3TTTT R^Tl -qftw ftft^ ^TTI; 3T«RT 

C 7 !) %ort 1 ^ ^tr-^viii9» (iv) ft 3Rg?n'!R ^ ftrgami ftwi 

M^Jd -Tft ^ft^TI; 34«RT 

(R) 3TR1 •3T3ftRR «b\dl ^vT H J II 3T*RT $M«+) Sigft^TR '6’l4 ^3|RR1 ^TRT ^ly, 4 !!; 3T8RT 

(^.) ftw# ^ftm s^t sfft 5T. ^ ^rm ■qfsrr^r sif#RR ^ t^nr 35 ^ ^~ , m ( 1 ) ^(ii) 

^ 'SfRIITft ^ 31^4 ‘^ 7 TT cT^TT ad'Fl 4ld*i RFf di^ 4 MI 

[3ftsrc£-Hm 274/2007AR- ft. 203/43/2006-3TT.^.ftl.-II] 

gftslW, SfoR-Rfftg 


New Delhi, the 16th November, 2007 

S.O. 3352. —It is hereby notified for general information that the organization The South India Textile Research 
Association, Coimbatore has been approved by the Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said Act), read with rules 5C and 5D of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 (said Rules) with 
effect from 1-4-2002 in the category of ‘scientific research association’ subject to the following conditions, 
namely:— 

(i) The sole objective of the approved scientific research association’ shall be to undertake scientific research; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry on the scientific research activity by itself; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain books of accounts and get such books audited by an accountant as 
defined in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such audit 
duly signed and verified by such accountant to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director of Income-tax 
having jurisdiction over the case, by the due date of furnishing the return of income under sub-section (1) of 
Section 139 of the said Act; 

(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a separate statement of donations received and amounts applied for 
scientific research and a copy of such statement duly certified by the auditor shall accompany the report of 
audit referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the approval if the approved organization :— 

(a) fails to maintain books of accounts referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of donations received and amounts applied for scientific research referred to 
in sub-paragraph (iv) of paragraph 1; or 

(d) ceases to carry on its research activities or its research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the provisions of clause (ii) of sub-section (1) of Section 35 of the 
said Act read with rules 5C and 5D of the said Rules. 

[Notification No. 274/2007/F. No. 203/43/2006/ITA-II] 
SURENDER PAL,Under Secy. 
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[TO n —■ms 3(ii)] *TRct m TR-q^r : W^t? 24, 2007/3^*1*1*1 3, 1929 


(«m ftmnr) 

w& qT fi p ftre 

^ ftwft, 15 2007 

W.3IT. 3353.-?*? H.|qfara 12-10-2007 

srffcr^Bm ti- 2801 5/2007/R^iil4tiv3met33i/sr?n./886 
4 3Tft7R 3Tf«TjFRUT 3 P4*m ^ f^T5R 

^TqfOTr <£ TO? 3 ^T arftRT? SffafrqR, 2005 
mtm <£ t^TTT #qft ^?ft 4 ^im«i, ^ R$f^t§IT 

3tif^<hi<) *?> t^q mviiPb ^ i 
fltafa flVii<yfl fi?*, ««j«wi HfTUrl^ll fHq^eb, STqteffa Tnfaqqft 
*t?£qt I 

sfafir ^ ?rt uKtafa* ?£Bi arfosrft 

4 ^rqf^pi alh fqqrro q^T mu 5 ^ s«nft ^ ;— 

#qf% ^ ?ft. '^ihi u 4, m ■qgf^yi ftqq?) 

?B!*rfwq‘ T TfflT : 

■fax? 4qTei4, "sqq f^TO, 

■ro^a? ft*raar, 

m m, ctemr w, 

^Rtrrf?^,^ f*R#-l 10003 

TT. 24624614 4m 4 24624614 

3?RT#5? W : 

18, ^■S 5 hl 4,4+1 ^0*1, 

T2^5T^, 

’T^f^e^fr 1 
*£TO?L 26253273 

[U ^-28015/2007/^i^^q/«T^3^/m] 

3T?UT TJqf, ^rr^f! 

(Department of Expenditure) 

OFFICE OF CONTROLLER GENERAL OF 
ACCOUNTS 

New Delhi, the 15th November, 2007 

S.O, 3353.—In partial supersession of this office 
Notification No. A-28015/2007/MFCGA/RTI/Admn. 887 
dated 12-10-2007, Controller General of Accounts has 
designated Smt Renu C. Deshpande, Dy. Controller General 
of Accounts as the Central Public Information Officer 
(CPIO) for the purpose of Right to Information Act, 2005 in 
respect of the Office of Controller General of Accounts. 
Smt. Sonali Singh, Jt. Controller General of Accounts will 
continue to be the Appellate Authority. 

The office and residential address of Smt. C. 
Deshpande, CPIO is as under:— 

Smt. Renu C Deshpande, Dy. Controller General of 
Accounts 


Office Address:— 

Ministry of Finance 
Department of Expenditure 
Controller General of Accounts 
7 th Floor, Lok Nayak Bhawan 
Khan Market, New Delhi-110003 
Tel. No. 24624614 Fax No. 24624614 

f Residential Address:— 

W-18, HUDCO Palace Extension, 

Andrews Ganj, 

New Delhi. 

TeL No. 26253273 

[No. A-28015/2007/MFCGA/RTI/Admn.] 
ARUN SHARMA, Asstt. Controller 
General of Accounts 

7£5rt aft? vrarc*T Msnsw 

5 2007 

OT.OT, 3354. 4\ 6 SFTW, 2007 4\ 

muwm 4 3 3 ft? (w>R) 

faroaeft, 1983 4 7 sfa 8 to qfeq 

1952 (1952*6137) TO 5 (1) SRI 

5l4fl Tff*RF?I qrr x4hl qR?ft ^4, +R4bR jthw q) 

W aft srefa ^^*6 sm£ anfoif <ra>, 

3F7TOH 4i Tpr? 4 mm 4 3 

Pwfcif&ti mfa Fff 4\ t ;- 

(1) 

19, rjfrom, ^ 

fmz ts, slfwiftHl (\), f^BT i 

(2) ?ft #qpT ^FlkB 

f?FM ’FI?, q^-365, ^twr ?ft "fts, 'RTB13TC , 

^R|-400036 I 

(3) ?ft 3P4R? 

■^t—1/701, qi<£, 3TRK ‘fts, 

qd Cq)-400607 1 

[m?i 809/4/2007-q?6(?ft)] 

mm fm, (Iwo 

MINISTRY OF INFORMATION AND 
BROADCASTING 

New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 

S.O. 3354. —In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 6th August, 2007 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) Rules, 
1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint the 
following persons as members of the Mumbai advisory 
panel of the Central Board of Film Certification with 
immediate effect for a period of two years or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier:— 

(1) Shri Ashok Shevde, 

19, Muktidham, Near Suyog Mangal Karyalaya, 

Tilak Road, Dombivli (E), Distt. Thane, Maharashtra. 


y s & ^ /& 7 —* -<i 
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(2) Shri Sopan Nagorao Kamble, 

Simla Nagar, DX-365, Nepean Sea Road, , 

Malabar Hill, Mumbai-400036 

(3) Shri Manoj Prabhakar Wadekar 

B-1/701, Swastik Park, Azad Nagar, 

Ghodbundar Road, Thane (W)-400 607. 

[F. No. 809/4/2007-F(C)] 
SANG EET A SINGH, Director (Films) 

^ toft, 6 RPR, 2007 

W.3IT. 3355.-RT Rt fRTFF 6 3TTO, 2007 

mxmG sTtojRn ^ sfjto if afri wUn («m«w) 
tori, 1983 ^ tori 7 TO 8 ^ TO TferT 
srfritori, 1952 (1952 RT 37) rift TO 5 rift Tl-TO (1) 
TO ^ riitoff rt #1 Rrft itTT tor to#to 
rift TORT riTO 3 to rift tori ^ to* 3TTO 
3T*T^ 3Tl^?ft o=h, rift ri) H6<ft <t>’$0a Pf/crri Shi u H ^ 
^4^ TOTFriR rii rii ^4 ^ft" 9?t 'J*! ri). 4<JM, 

125, RT 3ra*£T TftTOdl, TTriRK TOT ^ fririTH, K7 to, 

^7H, ^pRTrT rift Pi^rifl riRcft 1? I 

[TT. ri. 809/4/2007--Q^(Rt)] 
tori! to, (tori) 
New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 

S.O. 3355.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 6th August, 2007 and 
in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Shri Zameerkhan J. Pathan, 125, Rang Avdhut Society, Near 
Ramnagar Char Rasta, Rander Road, Surat, Gujarat as 
member of the Mumbai advisory panel of the Central Board 
of Film Certification with immediate effect for a period of 
two years or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F.No. 809/4/2007-F(C] 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 

toft, 6 -TOT, 2007 

cRT. 3TT. 3356.-fri to61ri rift to* 31 ri$, 2007 rift 
WHfeW SltoxRT ^ 3FpfRT if toriri (TORT) 
tor, 1983 ^ tor 7 to 8 ^ to tor ridfV* 
Rfritori, 1952 (1952 riT 37) rift TO 5 rift ^T-TO (1) 
SRi jtctt tor rito ftr tor torfdto 

sqtof rift TOTTd TOri 3 il to rift tori # %Ti 3TO 
3RTH 3TK7Tt Fri>, rift rit riF<ft Ft, «t>sTlM PtxrH RTFRT toa ri> 
7Tdl6riR rii riRrit rii ri Pi^j4n <Mfll1? 

1. 9ft rif 3ftrift TFT, 14-98, 

3to§ fa^ld^-SI, H<rri>Mpl<1 TriT toff, 

500047 I 


1 9ft R. toZRflrit, 205, tori^atoto, 

riR RT7 ritoft, ^ fH+W 500080 1 

[riri. ri. 809/1 /2007-RT(#)j 
total to, tato (tori) 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 
S.O. 3356.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 31st May, 2007 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983 the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
the following persons as members of the Hyderabad 
advisory panel of the Central Board of Film Certification 
with immediate effect for a period of two years or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier :— 

(1) Shri B. Franky Roy, 14-98, Old Mirjalguda, 
Malkajgiri, Ranga Reddy District, 
Hyderabad-500047. 

(2) Shri A. Venkat Swamy, Flat No. 205, Lotus View 
Apartment, Jai Nagar Colony, New Bhoiguda, 
Secunderabad-500080. 

[F.No. 809/l/2007-F(C] 
SANGEETA SINGH, Director (Films) 

rif toft, 6 RPR, 2007 

W.3R. 3357.—RT rift tofriT 13 to, 2007 

rift riririTsririT ^ 3FJri>ri ftf 3^7 Rrrfriri ('Shi u M ) 

tor, 1983 ^ tor i to 8 ^ to Rto 
37toTO, 1952 (1952 4TT 37) TO 5 TT-TO (1) 
m ?rtoT ^ tor frof^tor 

o^IVdqT curmd RRTR ^ Rrif Rft ^ tdU, 

3Tto cT^T, «ft RFRt Ft, ^tri tori RriPR rit^ ^ 

toft tof^r tor ^ Tito ^ ^ri ftf TOft t 
i. -pt to 

torn ^rrt, ton torirc (^.rit.), 

2 9ftri?ft 'ftcftriR lain, 

ri^TH n 502, Rdstot 

7/88, toFRR,^FH37 (^rit.) I 

[riri. ri. 809/7/2007-RT("rit) ] 

torn to, ftnto (tori) 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 

S.O. 3357.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number dated 13th September, 2007 
and in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
(1) of Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 
1952) read with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph 
(Certification) Rules, 1983 the Central Government is 
pleased to appoint the following persons as members of 
the Delhi Advisory Panel of the Central Board of Film 
Certification with immediate effect for a period of two 
years or until further orders, whichever is earlier:— 
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(1) Ms. Reeta Khatri, 

Mohalla Bazaza, Distt. Faizabad (UP). 

(2) Smt. Niloufar Khan, 

House No. 502, Eldorado Apartments, 

7/88, Tilak Nagar, Kanpur (UP). 

[F. No. 809/7/2007-F(C)] 
SANGEETASINGH, Director (Films) ( 

77*777 3ftr Tvmu 

(ini» farom) 

14 W*77,2007 

*>r.37T. 3358.-W9T9T (779 ^ 

^•%93l44T) 1976^^Fm-10^^9f=Fm (4) ^ ST^TTT"! 

4f <t>-$t *K<t>K, si«*» 14*719 4^ 3ff4l'i**t 9>T9fa4f 80 

3dRRm tit Cgq 9 <*>4 t*iR 4T ^ *$)s<*>0 4 99 

^i4w 9^ 1TH 3JT9T 9T7 1^191 arf^Rjf^TT ^ I 

gjwrar W ^TPT : 

1. 31999), 37T7. TJ^f. 3f). 99 of^pqf^R =hlcn c hici1-700001 

2. 91^99 Wmcri ®bl C hi<4c , i <1-700012 

3. m*r<E, f4^?I ^T9T99 4>l4Rt9, 4>)?l£FT(il-700001 

4. 3r4tef9>, 199T 977J *7517 99 9>wfd9, <t>ld c hldl-700001 

[71 11017-1/2007-Um] 

77. *lsb3dT, <T9 h$iP(^?I9> (7*9 4-11 93 <1^^141) 

MINISrrRY OFCOMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 
(Department of Posts) 

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2007 

S.O. 3358. —In pursuance of Rule 10 (4) of the 
O fficial Language (use for official purposes of the Union) 
Rule 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
following Subordinate Offices of the Department of Posts 
where 80 percent staff has acquired the working knowledge 
of Hindi:— 

SI. No. Name of Office 
1. Manager, R.L.O. Kolkata-700001 

2 Postmaster General O/o South Bengal Region- 

700012 

3. Director, Office' of the Foreign Posts, 
Kolkata-700001 

4. Office of the Supdt. Postal Store Depot, 
Kolkata-700002 

[No. 11017-1/2007-OL] 

S.K.CHAKRABARTI, 
Dy. Director General (Estt. & OL) 

14W4I, 2007 

9F9.37T. 3359.-7P3mi91 f999 (Tfa ^ 

4M493I9W) 1976 9)ffT99-10 9) ^391999 (4) 

4 <*>-* SI9> 3T4N79 9l]f97T9> 80 

31^99 <*>4-4iff (^9 9 <*>4-4lfUiT 9^ 4 99 

99^79997 Wi 3IT9T 9* 1^91 t, 37f97jf4<T 9R?ft 4 I 


#>h4m4V *9 to : 

1. <f>i<4?t<t h)*chi*«. '4 w j s 1 ^ «h^41< 

180001 

2 W 3r4tef9T ^1+97, ^£3TSr5, -SF^-180015 . 

3. 3741^,^^4^,^-180012 

4. Pf^ ' WE , 4? ts, ^F^-180012 

5. 374t$T9L 4I+97 WT37 3773^, ^39937-182101 

6. 9^^^T9977,^9937 3ra^, WT37-182121 

7. 1471771 "39 4I<*>97, ^39937 W^, '39937-182311 

8. 7T9997 "39 ^519977, 39937 3I^t, ^39937-182122 

9. ^U9M<*> "39 419)97, 39937 31W5, 39937-184144 

[4. 11017-1/2007-71.91.] 
77. "39 H?lPl^l e t> (7*71991 93 71^n7T9T) 

New Delhi, the 14th November, 2007 

S.O. 3359.—In pursuance of Rule 10 (4) of the 
Official Language (use for official purposes of the Union) 
Rule 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies the 
following Subordinate Offices of the Department of Posts 
where 80 percent staff has acquired the working knowledge 
of Hindi:— 

SI. No. Name of Office 

1. O/o Chief Postmaster General, 

J & K Circle, 

Jammu-180001 

2 O/o Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Jammu division, 

Jammu-180015 

3. Superintendent Stores Depot, 

Jammu-180012 

4. Director Postal Accounts, 

Rail Head, Jammu-180012 

5. Superintendent of Post Office, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhampur-182101 

& Sub Post Office Garhi, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhampur-182121 

7. Sub Post Office Riasi, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhampur-182311 
& Sub Post Office Ramnagar, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhampur-182122 

9. Sub Post Office Dyalachak, 

Udhampur Division, 

Udhampur-184144 

[No. 11017-1/2007-01.] 

S. K. CHAKRABARTI, 
Dy. Director General (Estt, & OL) 
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irc wtan ■qmSr, ■are afrr mw w 

C d4W)«WI HIM A ) 

19TORP:, 2007 

■9RT.31T. 3360,-RRrfa *TTTOT fTOR 1987 ^ iTOE 7 ^ TOlfTOE (1) ^ TO W 3FJSTO 3 HRFfa *TTTOT 
Rd^jSKI 3rf*TCjfa<T OT $ % f^R *fRrfa Iwi 3T^t 4 tSR TO iN WTfqcT Ft TO £ :- 




a# 


IRE 

R 

TOlfTO TOcfa TOFF (ctf) ^ M 

TO BKdl4 TOFF SKI 3Tfd*fHd 
TOEfa TOFF 3TTOT TOFfft, Eft 
^ i\, Eft 7TTOT 3lk 

TOrfrofirf*? 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

33^ TO 14457 : 2007 3^ TO 3TT 8122 : 2003 

E>t ^cff^K Eft h*i)EI E> fro 

(ETOI 

37T^ T^T 14457 : 1997/ 

3RT# T^T 34t 8122 : 1988 

RtdM* 2007 

1 

3TI i TO 15760 (TO7 1) : 2007 TO ^ 

11677-1 : 1994 TOSfrfs H*M ^ TOTTOEE— 
^ Eft F£7 ^ TOTE FFM fTOF ^ 

3TFTTE TOT 1 #-TORK ^ iFRT FJE 


RtdM< 2007 

3 

3T^TO 15761 (TOT 1) : 2007 341^ TO ^ 
96-1 : 1992 TOTTft TOM sfaTOTTOEE— 
fPT fTOfEE 3^ f[*T -s^f^FI E>tE frltt. fTE sfk 
TOT 1 Zt-Ru -33^ 


fFdM7 2007 


TO < REFt 7 T BM4>) ^t «fo4I ^T^rRFRT^t, HM=ti TOE, 9 ?1TF "ETO TOf, E? Rcnl-110 002, sHfa 
Ef «bld+lc1!, TOFtTO> TOT 7TMI ETOfarif 3TFH4MK, TOcftu EfETO, ^!W, ^TTFTHt, $4<WK, 

TO^L EHE^, EPF^, EEET, xpt TOT f^TOETPJTO 3 fasfl ETO1TO f' 1 

[TO'tf : zt^FRFtMt 25] 
TO- TO- TOf, fE^bF TO (^T^TFt) 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUbLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 
New Delhi, the 19th November, 2007 

C.°. 3360.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


a. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No & year of Indian Standards, 

Date of Est ablished 

No. 

Established 

if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 


0 ) 

( 2 ) 

© 

1 

i 

! 

( 4 ) 

1 

IS 14457:2007/ISO 8122:2003 Textiles 
Machinery-Knitting Machines-Numbci of 
Needless for circular Knitting Machines of 
large nominal diameter (First Revision) 

IS 14457:1997/ISO 8122:1988 

September, 2007 








[RFI 3(ii)] 
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-nr3m ? 24, 2ooi/mTr*m 3, 1929 


(X)_®__ 0) (4) 

2 IS 15760 (Part 1): 2007/ISO 11677-1; 1994 
Textiles Machinery and Accessories— 

Main Dimensions of Flat Steel Heedds with 
Open End Loops Part 1 C-Shaped End Loops 

3 IS 15761 (Part 1): 2007/ISO 96-1:1992 Textiles 
Machinery and Accessories—Rings 
and Travellers for Ring Spinning and Ring 
Doubling Frames Part 1 T-Rings and their 
Appropriate travellers 

Copies of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkaja^Chandigarh, Chennaf, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna. Pune, Thiru vananth apuram. 

[Ref:TXD/G-25] 
M. S, VERMA, Director & Head (Textiles) 

2007 

^»T,3Tr. 3361,-RKdfa RFPF Rrtr, 1987 ^ Rm 7 ^ ZR-fRRR (1) #(^) ^ $ qRcfa RFW? 

RtFvSRT 3lftRjfo<T «FRTT t RRcfc? RFreft # 3 3 ^ f 




WH 

RRcfa ^ Ml 

RRcfN HH^ j*RT 3ifa*fad RKdl'9 
3T«T3T HH«bT, ^ ^ ■?), TPSRT 

sfa-spt 

■wiRrtRtRi 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

RR 3141 : 2007 3fR 3RR 31$K<Vit 

f^tR y^°Kt SuaRqi IpPT 

3tT$ RR3141 : 1983 

31 3>W^R, 2007 

2 

3flf RR 4478 : 2007 3fl$RH H147 : 1995 
■qlf?T 3?R 3®t- 

3ITf TRT 4478 : 1992 

30 2007 

3 

3fl^ RR 12159 : 2007 MRriltfH 

^mRifd hI'I'a-s) 3fli«bcn H*&(ri 

(R^vTT 

3n^RR 12159 : 1987 

30 facRSR, 2007 

4 

3T^RR 13391 :2007/3fn^RR3^6813 : 1998 
q*iT e b< u l-$fi«4i°ieO 

(R^TT ^STH) 

3!Il| -^R 13391 : 1992 

30 RWMTi, 2007 

5 

^ RR 14511 (RPU) ; 2007/31tf 3R afr 
8984-1 : 1993 fan- f«R ffa&H 

rpt 1 ¥Rt-?fcR-^ifa<T 3^ 

R^14511 ; 1998 

30 ftMWR, 2007 


W «7R#7 RH«F Vffcti RRflfa RFRF ^,9^ W W "RPf, M 10002, sHfa 

«h i qfe r 4y :: RRrft, 4>VM>ldl, ^*1 <T*TT ^19^' : 316R4WK, «RRffc, RfaTef, 

7Jcn?Rt, ^37, HPT 37 , RZRT, 3 ^ <RTT f^’RTTJTR 3 t l 

R*?> (Z^t) 


September 2007 


September 2007 
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New Delhi, the 19th November, 2007 

S.0.3361. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. 

(!) 

1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


No. Year and title of the Indian Standards No. and year of Indian Standards, 

Established if any, Superseded by the New 

Indian Standard 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


IS 3141 2007 Starter motors for internal IS 3141:1983 

combustion engines used for automotive 
and other applications-Specification 
(Second revision) 

IS 4478: 2007/ISO 8147:1995 Ships and IS 4478:1992 

marine structures-Derrick rigs and component 
parts—Vocabulary (Second revision) 

IS 12159 : 2007 Method of evaluation of accuracy IS 12159:1987 
of parameters of steering geometry of automotive 
vehicles (First revision) 


IS 13391:2007/ISO 6813 :-1998 Road vehicles- IS 13391:1992 
Collision classification—Terminology 
(First revision) 

IS 14511 (Tart 1): 2007/ISO 8984-1:1993 Diesel IS 1.4511:1998 
engines—Testing of fuel injectors Part 1 Hand- 
lever-operated testing and setting apparatus 
(First revision) 


Date of Established 


(4) 

31 Oct., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


30 Sep., 2007 


Copies of these Standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: TED/G-16] 

RAKESH KUMAR, Scientist F & Head (Transport Engg.) 


19 3W, 2007 


W.3ff. 3362 (im) fsrfWT, 1988 (5) (6) ^ TOfaEFFF 

«h<nl "§■ 1% Pi*»i tqq< u i cfT$ ^ 7^ T? Rqi 7 FU i? t- 


r 


TFT * m 

dl^-W ^ 3TrFfcT 

7? ^ 3Ffl My 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

l 

7012547 

^—7, 

3^11^-431133 

im 8783 (^4/3^ 1) : 1995 

' t ?FT-4 : ^ fcFJ 

^-3T3'9FT-1 : 

3TR 4)qWl s'^ciT^a Tilt* 

03-10-2007 
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1 2 

3 

4 5 

2 7339983 

w (i) 

*$-7 y ^ -si 

3te*K-431133 

*n*n 694 :1990 03-10-2007 

1100 

13:13] 


*£. dPMK, RftMWh OgiR) 


New Delhi, the 19th November, 2007 

S.O. 3362.—In pursuancde of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
tiave been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each. 

9CHECULE 


SI. No licence No. 

Name and Address of the 
licensee 

Article/Process with relevant 

Indian Standards covered by 
the licence cancelled 

Date of cancellation 

1 7012547 

Bharat Insulations Company 
(I)UdE-7,MIDC 

Waluj 

Aurangabad-431133 

IS 8783 (Part 4/Sec 1): 1995 

Winding Wires for Submersible 
Motors-Part 4: Specification for 
Individual Wires-Section 1: HR 
FVC Insulated Wires 

3-10-2007 

2 7339983 

Bharat Insulations (Company 
(I)LtdE-7,MIDC 

Waluj 

Aurangabad-431133 

IS 694:1990 

PVC insulated cables for working 
voltages up to and including 1100 V 

3-10-2007 


[No. CMD/13:13J 


A. K. TALWAR, Dy. Director General (Marks) 


fnrnr Ttwrm 

M 25 2frag«rc, 2007 

W.3IT. 3363.— 3yiP|+ 1947 (1947 

•SFT14) «nra 17^ 2*3^3, 

^ 2(fa 4.4 +kT 313**1 

3 3 fR*>H afostfij* 

•i 2, 3**$ ixm 2/53/2001) 5 R>ififw 

■STtft -3ft 25-10-2007 WO ^3* *1TI 

[tf. T^f-11012/15/2001-OTf 3IR (^t-I) ] 
orar t&F atfraift 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 
New Delhi, the 25th October, 2007 

S.O. 31363.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 2/53/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-II, 
Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Air India and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 25-10-2007. 

[No. L-l1012/15/2001-IR (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS , Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NQ.2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

AA. LAD, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE No. CGTT-2/53 OF2001 
Employers in relation to the Management of Air India 
Limited 

Establishment Division, 

H.R. D. Department, Old Airport, 

Santacmz (East), Mumbai-400 029 

—1st Party 

And their Workmen 

Anil Kumar Mayjibhai Solanld, 

Laoder, Staff No. 44300, 

Shantinagar, Chawl No. 29/3, 

Sane Guruji Road, Mahalaxmi, 

Mumbai-400011. —2nd Party 

APPEARANCE 

FOR THE EMPI OYER Mr.LLD' Souza, 

Representative. 

FORTHE WORKMEN : Mr. Ashok Shetty & 

Mrs. P. A. Shetty, 
Advocates. 
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Dated : 6th September, 2007 

AWARD-I 

The matrix of the facts as called out from the 
proceedings are as under : 

2. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-11012/15/2001-C-l dated 27the April, 2001 
in pxercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. Air 
India Limited in dismissing Shri Anil Solanki from 
service is just, fair and legal ? If not, to what relief is 
the workman entitled ?" 

2. To support the subject matter referred in the 
reference. Second Party filed the Statement of Claim at 
Exhibit 7 making out the case that, wife of 2nd Party filed 
petition in Family Court at Bandra. Family Court directed 
2nd Party to pay maintenance of Rs. 500 per month. Since 
his wife was not happy with the order, so she contacted 
1st Party's officers making complaints about him. He states 
that, his wife was abusing him in filthy language in the 
presence of other colleagues and threatened to murder 
him. As a result thereof enquiry was initiated against him 
by the 1st Party about his absenteeism. He was not aware 
of it. He did not attend. He admits that, chargesheet was 
served on him dated 8th June, 1998, however, due to severe 
health problem did not reply it. He learnt that, enquiry was 
conducted on 3 dates and proceeded ex-parte. Since he 
was mentally sick due to the situation unable to take proper 
steps. Even he was not aware of the dates of the said of the 
enquiry and its sittings. It is contended that, on meager 
charge of the absenteeism, 1st Party cannot take decision 
of dismissal. So it is prayed that, the enquiry initiated be 
declared not conducted by following principles of natural 
justice and findings given by it are perverse. 

3. This was objected by the 1st Party by filing Written 
Statement at Exhibit 8 stating that, 2nd Party remained 
absent for 189 days from may, 1997 to May, 1998. He did 
not communicate reason behind his absenteeism. He did 
not apply for leave in advance and get sanctioned his leave 
before proceeding on leave. Against his name, there is 
remark "absent without leave" which invite 1st Party to 
form enquiry committee which issued charge sheet. Charge 
sheet was served on 2nd Party and was asked to attend 
enquiry. Since he did not attend inquiry Inquiry Officer 
proceeded further with the enquiry against 2nd Party as he 
did not take note of it, and participated in the enquiry. As 
a result of it the Enquiry Officer conducted 4 sittings. Noting 
the absenteeism of the 2nd Party, Enquiry Officer 
concluded charges proved against 2nd Party and gave 
finding. It is stated that full opportunity was given to the 
2nd Party. It is stated that, opportunity was given but he 
purposely remained absent and did not utilized the said 
opportunity. The decision taken by the 1st Party relying 
on the finding of the Enquiry Officer of dismissal is just 
and proper which does not require any interference. So it is 
submitted that, enquiry be declared just, proper and finding 
not perverse. 


4. In view of the above pleadings my Ld. Predecessor 
framed the following Issues at Exhibit 9. Out of those Issues 
Nos. 1 and 2 which are on the point of formation of the 
enquiry and perversity of finding, are treated as preliminary 
Issues which I answer as follows : 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

1. Whether the domestic 

enquiry conducted No 

against the Workman 
was as per the principles 
of natural justice ? 

2 Whether the findings of 

the Enquiry committee Yes 
are perverse ? 

REASONS: 

Issues Nos. 1& 2 : 

5. At this stage we are on the point of fairness of the 
enquiry and perversity of the findings. 2nd Party contends 
that, he did not attend the enquiry proceedings and Enquiry 
Officer proceeded ex-parte. The evidence was not available 
with Enquiry Officer regarding absenteeism of 2nd Party 
and so findings is perverse. This is denied by 1st Party 
saying that, 2nd Party purposely did not utilized the 
opportunity and so no option remained with the Enquiry 
Officer but to proceed ex-parte. 

6. 2nd Party relied on affidavit filed at Exhibit 14 in 
lieu of examination-in-chief where he narrated above things. 
In the cross he admits that, the Management had given 
charge sheet to him about his absenteeism from May, 1997 
to May, 1998. He admits the name and address given on 
page 3 of Exhibit 12 and he admits that, postman gave letter 
( page 3 Exhibit 12 ) at his residence. He admits that, the 
Management might have issued notice on the above 
address and letter also. He admits that, he was residing at 
the same address during that period. He admits that, he did 
not attend the enquiry. He filed closing pursis at Exhibit 15 
whereas 1st Party led evidence by examining 2 witnesses 
one at Exhibit 19 and another one at Exhibit 23 by filing 
affidavitts in lieu of examination of chief. 1st witness of the 
Management admits that, he did not confirm whether notice 
were served on 2nd Party about enquiry. Whereas another 
witness of 1st Party says that, he is a Stenographer and did 
work of communication of the correspondence of 2nd Party. 
He admits that, there is no record to prove that, he stated 
that, he will ensure that, correspondence was sent at proper 
address of the 2nd Party. 1st party closed evidence by 
filing pursis at Exhibit 24.2nd Party filed written submissions 
at Exhibit 25 and by 1st Party at Exhibit 26. 

7. It is a matter of record that, 2nd Party did not 
personally attended enquiry proceedings. It is also a matter 
of record that, his representative was not in the enquiry 
and enquriy proceeded without presence of 2nd Party and 
his representative. It is a matter of record that, no evidence 
of 1st Party's side is on the rocord before the Enquiry 
Officer which was supposed to be there on the point of his 
absenteeism-. That means explanation about absenteeism 
of 2nd Party was not before the Enquiry Officer to think 
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over and to observe whether that reason was just and 
proper which permits 2nd Party to remain absent from the 
duty. Besides, it is a matter of record that, no evidence is 
led by 2nd Party about so called proceedings going on in 
the Family Court and he was really disturbed by it and was 
mentally sick. But the fact is that, there is no evid ence from 
the 2nd Party's side in the enquiry and even no participation 
from his side. The Ld. Advocate for the 1st Party submit 
that, after waiting for long time. Enquiry Officer was having 
no option but to proceed ex-parte in the enquiry. According 
to lum if charge sheeted employee does not want to 
participate in the enquiry in that case. Enquiry Officer is 
not supposed to wait. It is not that he was suposed to wait. 
It was the duty of the Enquiry Officer to see that, intimation 
is served and precaution is taken regarding intimation of 
dates of the enquiry, in that case Enquiry Officer need not 
wait for further decision. For that he relied cm citation 
published in 2005 (4) Mh. L,J, page 577 (Krishna 
Rarnchandra Jaclhav vs. Smt. Shankari B. Ajimal) where it 
was; observed that, when notice was served on tenant 
intimating that, his tenancy has been terminated and it is 
returned with endorsement "unclaimed", "intimation" and 
"not claimed" in that case, it is to be treated that it is properly 
served. I think the decision on which 1st Party wants to 
rely was having different facts and is in different type of 
nature of litigation which cannot be compared with this 
nature of problem which we are facing. Here admittedly 
2nd Party did not participate in tne enquiry. His 
participation in the enquiry in not proved by the 1st party. 
Even 1st Party admits that, enquiry proceeded ex-parte. 
Another citation on which 1st Party placed reliance is on 
citation, published in 19901 CLR page 83 (T.V. Ramana 
Murthy vs. The Andhra Pradesh Agricultural University 
Represented by its Registrar, Hyderabad & Ors.) where it 
is observed by Honble High Court of Andhra Pradesh 
that, rules of natural justice cannot come to the; rescue of 
the person who makes himself scarce in participating in the 
disciplinary proceedings intiated against him or in case of 
person who tried to protract the matter on some pretext-or 
the other. The concept of justice and fair play applied with 
equal force on both sides. It is not as if that disciplinary 
authority alone is to comply with such rules of justice and 
fair place but the delinquent officer is also supposed to 
play according to rules and cannot indulge in abusing the 
rules of natural justice for his own benefits. Here again 
facts of this case are quite different than the facts of the 
said case. The delinquent who was involved in the above 
referred case (supra) was an officer whereas employee 
involved in the present case is a Workman. Besides 1st 
Party admits that, 2nd Party did not participate in the 
enquiry and within 3-4 dates enquiry was concluded which 
reveals that, enqury officer did not give full opportunity to 
the Second Party to explain about his absenteeism. The 
reason behind remaining absent was to learn and let the 
employee know whether there was reason to him behind 
absenteeism and whether it can be considered as; a genuine 
gound? I think that can be sufficed by participation of the 
2nd Party only in the enquiry. Another citation published 
in 2004 1 CLR page 1062 (SC) Mukund Limited Ys Mukund 
Staff & Officers' Association) also relied by 1st Party's 
Advocate. However, I fail to understand, as to why this 


citation is refereed by at this stage the 1st party' Advocate 
since, we are at present on the point of fairness of the 
enquiry and perversity of the findings. Same view can be 
taken about another citation relied upon by 1st Party's 
Advocate published-in 1999 Lab. I.C, 1659 (Vermon Lobo 
Vs Himalays Drug Company & anr.), citation published in 
2006 (104) FLR page 549 (Indian Airlines Limited vs Prakash 
R. Parab), and citation published in 19931LLJ page 29 (SC) 
(Bengal Bhatdee Coal Co. Ltd. Vs Ram Prabesh Singh). 

8. If we consider all this, coupled with the admitted 
position that, 2nd Party did not participate in the enquiry 
and did not get an opportunity to make out his case, I 
conclude that enquiry was not fair and proper. Besides, it 
revels that, there was no evidence from 2nd Party to 
compare the case of the 1st Party so definitely one has to 
answer that, finding is perverse since there was no 
explanation from the 2nd Party on the point of absenteeism. 

9, In view of the above discussions made above I 
conclude that, enquiry was not fair and proper and finding 
perverse. Accordingly I answer the above Issues and 
passes the following order : 

ORDER 

(i) Enquiry is not fair and 
Proper, besides findings are 
Perverse; ■ 

(if) I direct 1st Party to prove the 
charges by participating in 
the reference. 

Mumbai, 

6th September, 2007 

A ALAD, Presiding Officer 

M 25 3*3^, 2007 

mM. 3364.—3klp|cb atfttfwr, 1947 0 947 

14) ^ 17 ^ ^iTT 

TrqRvTnFST ^ 4«i«& Pi 41^)' 4-141 ^ 

‘faclK 3 4^ *K4>K 

3rfW*t/3R-I, ^ ^ W (^M WTT -23/2006) 

TFSrfsm $, ^ 25-10-2007 ^\ 

wz fan stti 

[U W- 11012/13/2006-3*1$ 3m (^t-I) ] 
vRTT 'sraTCT, 

New Delhi, the 25 th October, 2007 

S.O. 3364.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 23/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ Court-I, 
New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Airlines and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 25-10-2007. 

[No. 1^11012/13/2006-IR (C-I)j 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR1 SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 23/2006 

III the matter of dispute between: 

Shri R.S. Lather : Workman 

S io Shri Raghubir Singh, 

G'o Sh. Kuldeep Singh, 

Residence 67-D/I, 
liikshmi Market, 

Opp. Canara Bank, 

Munirka, New Delhi - 67 

Versus 

'The Regional Director, : Management 

Northern Region, 

Indian Airlines Ltd, 

IGI Airport Palam, 

New Delhi. 

APPEARANCES 

None for the workman. 

Shri Sameer Jha A/R for the management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vsde its Order No. L - 11012/13/2006 [IR (CM-I)] 
dated 10-7-2006 / 28-7-2006 has referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

"Whether the action of the management of M/'s Indian 
Airlines New Delhi in removal of Shri R. S. Lather, 
Transport Supdtt. From service vide w.e.f. 31-3-2004 
is just, fair and legal? If not, to what relief is the 
concerned w r orkman entitled?" 

2. Reference was received on 11-8-2006 and notice to 
the parties was issued for 11-10-2006 the workman filed 
claim statement on 11 -10-2006 and management filed written 
statement on 22-3-2007 and case w r as adjourned to 
31-5-2007 for filing rejoinder. Case was again adjourned to 
6-8-2007 for filing rejoinder. None for the workman appeared 
mi 6-8-2007 and case was adjourned to 8-10-2007 for filing 
rejoinder. This was last opportunity to the workman to file 
rejoinder. Today also none for the workman appeared 
despite several calls. Shri Sameer Jha A/R for the 
management appeared. Perusal of record shows that the 
workman in this case has not been appearing for the last 3 
hearings. It appears that the workman is not interested in 
the prosecution of his claim. Hence a No Dispute Award is 
passed. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated: 8-10-2007 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presid ing Officer 


2007 

W.37T. 3365.—TF fowl*' 3TMWT, 1947 (1947 
14) m 17 ^ TOiR <0l4<HI4 

W^K ^1 ill Pi 4) ^ W (W? 

24/2005) ^ WFfim wt t, ^ mm ^ 29-10-2007 

^ TRT piT «JT! 

[R. TvT-22012/150/2004-3TT^31R (#1^-11)] 
3T5TC tfte, tpS 3Tf^KT 
New Delhi, the 29th October, 2007 
S.O. 3365. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 24/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Khoirabad Colliery, 
M/s. ECL, Khoirabad Colliery M/s. Colliery, ECL, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-22012/150/2004-IR (CM-1I)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRESENT: Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, 

Presiding Officer 

Reference No. 24 of 2005 
Parties 

The Agent, Khoirabad Colliery of 
M/s. ECL, Kapista, Burdwan. 

Vrs. 

The General Secretary, Koyala Mazdoor Congress, 
Asansol, Burdwan. 
REPRESENTATIVES 

For the management : Sri P. K. Goswami, 

Advocate 

For the union (workman) : Sri S. K. S. K. Pandey, 

General Secretary of the 
Union. 

Industry : Coal : State : West Bengal 

Dated the 6-9-2007 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub- 
section(l) and Sub-scciion 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
150/2004- IR(CM-II) dated 07-03-2005 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 
SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Khoirabad 
Colliery under Salanpur Area of M/s. ECL in 
dismissing Sh. Sukumar Bouri, U.G.Loader w.e.f. 
28-02-2003 is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from which date ?” 
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2. On having received the Order No. L-2 2012/150/ 
2004- IR(CM-II) dated 7-3-2005 of the aforesaid reference 
from the Govt.of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 24 of 2005 
was registered on 12-4-2003 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on the date fixed and file their written 
statement along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the 
said order notices by the registered post were issued to 
the parties concerned. Sri P. K. Goswami, Advocate and 
Sri S. K. Pandey, General Secretary of the Union appeared 
in the court to represent the management and the union 
respectively and filed their written statement in support of 
theiir claims. 

3. In brief compass the case of the union as set forth 
in its written statement is that Sri Sukumar Bouri, U.G. 
Loader was a permanent employee of the company at 
Khoirabad Colliery of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited. The 
main case of the union is that the workman concerned 
became ill w.e.f. 24-9-2002. So he could not attend his duty 
and after being declared fit he reported for his duty on 
9-1-2003. The workman concerned was charge sheeted for 
his alleged unauthorized absence from duty for the period 
from 24-9-2002 lo 8-1-2003. The workman concerned replied 
to the charge sheet and requested to the management for 
resumption of his duty but he was not allowed. The further 
case of the union is that surprisingly enough the workman 
was dismissed from the services of the company ignoring 
the enquiry report submitted by the enquiry officer, who 
has given his findings in favour of the workman. It is also 
the claim of the union that the workman concerned was not 
served with the second show cause by the management 
before awarding him the punishment of dismissal and he 
was dismissed from the services of the company w.e.f. 
20-2-2003. The matter was also taken up with the 
management'several times but nothing was done in spite 
of the assurances given by the management and the poor 
workman is sitting idle since then. The purtishment of 
dismissal is claimed to be illegal and unjustified. The union 
has sought a relief for the reinstatement of the workman in 
service with the continuity of his service together with the 
claim of the full back wages. 

4. On the other hand the defence case of the 
management in nutshell as per the averments of the 
pleadings in its written statement is that the instant dispute 
is not maintainable for the reasons that the conceived union 
has no locus standi to agitate the dispute and the 
concerned workman is not at all member of the union in 
particular. 

5. The main defence case of the management is that 
the facts leading to the dispute in brief is that the workman 
concerned was in habit of being unauthorized absent and 
he was punished for several times for the act of unauthorized 
absence and his past three years attendance was; very poor 
which indicate that the concerned workman is not willing 
to perform his job and even he did not state any reason 
what prevented him to perform his job. Admittedly the 
workman concerned was charge sheeted for which a 


domestic enquiry was held and the workman had attended 
and participated in the enquiry proceeding availing;all the 
opportunities to defend himself. 

6. It is also the defence case that the enquiry officer 
has held in his report that the concerned workman did not 
inform the management aboui the reasons of his absence 
and he was found absent from his duties w.e.f. 24-9-2002 to 
8-1-2003. The workman admitted that he has other family 
members who took him to doctor. The workman concerned 
failed to produce any treatment paper in support of his 
illness and he attended at Panuria but did not attend either 
at the colliery dispensary or at colliery office. It is claimed 
that the workman willfully left his job as such he is not 
entitled to any relief and the action.of the management be 
declared legal and just and reference be dismissed. 

7. In view of the pleadings of both the parties and 
the materials available on the records I find certain facts 
which are admitted one. So before entering into the 
discussion of the merits of the case I would like to mention 
those facts which are directly or indirectly admitted by the 
parties. 

8. It is the admitted fact that the delinquent employee 
Sh. Sukumar Bouri, U.G. Loader was the permanent 
employee of the company working at Khoirabad Colliery 
under Salanpur Area of M/s. ECL who was charge sheeted 
by the management on 20-12-2002 for his absence w.e.f. 
24-9-2002 to 8-1-2003. 

9. It is also the admitted fact that the workman 
concerned was absent from his duty w.e.f. 24-9-2002 to 
8-1-2003 for which a domestic enquiry was held in which 
the workman concerned was present and had participated 
in the enquiry proceeding held against him. 

10. It is further admitted fact that the workman 
concerned had submitted the explanation to the charge 
sheet issued against him and at the same time he had 
requested to the management for the resumption of his 
duty but he was not allowed to resume his duty. 

11. It is also the admitted case of the parties that the 
enquiry officer having conducted the enquiry proceedings 
submitted his report to the disciplinary authority who 
passed the order of dismissal of the workman concerned 
w.e.f. 20-2-2003. 

12 It is also admitted fact that the workman 
concerned was charge sheeted on 20-12-2002 fop an 
unauthorized absence and there is no charge of habitual 
absenteeism against the delinquent employee. 

13. It is admitted fact that the delinquent employee 
was absent from his duty during the relevant period due to 
the fact that he was suffering from jaundice for which the 
medical certificate was produced during the enquiry 
proceeding. There is no dispute as well that he did not 
inform either to the colliery management or to the colliery 
dispensary as per the rule provided in the Model Standing 
Order applicable to the establishment. 

14. It is clearly pleaded by the union in its written 
statement that the workman concerned was not served 
with the second show cause buy the management before 
awarding him the punishment of dismissal. This fact has 
also not been denied by the management nor pleaded for 
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his defence in its written statement which also amounts to 
admission as per law. 

15. It is the settled principle of law that the facts 
admitted need not be proved. Since all the aforesaid facts 
are admitted one so I do not think proper to discuss the 
Same in detail. 

16. On perusal of the record it transpires from the 
order sheet that on 19-12-2006 a hearing on the preliminary 
point was made. Besides this the validity and fairness of 
the enquiry proceeding was not challenged by the side of 
the union and accordingly the enquiry proceeding was 
held to be fair and valid and as such the date for the final 
hearing on 28-2-2007 was fixed which was subsequently 
tiken up and after concluding the hearing the award was 
kept reserved for order. 

17. In view of the averments made in the pleadings 
of the parties, facts, circumstances and other materials 
available on the record the following issues were framed 
osn re-caste for just decision of the case. 

(i) Is the reference in hand misconceived one and 
also bad in the eye of law and beyond the scope 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ? 

(ii) Is the charge of misconduct of an unauthorized 
absence as per the provision of model standing 
order against the workman concerned is proved 
against him or not? 

(iii) Is the punishment of dismissal awarded to the 
workman concerned by the Disciplinary 
Authority just, legal and proportionate to the 
gravity of the alleged misconduct? 

18. ISSUE NO.l: This issue is important and relevant 
one. So it has been taken up first for discussion for the 
convenience of the court and just decision of this case. 
The management has taken the plea in para 1 of its written 
statement that the instant reference is bad in the eye of law 
and the facts as well as the circumstance of the case is 
misconceived one. But the aforesaid facts have not been 
hkppily pleaded in the written statement nor it has been 
mentioned to show as to how the reference is bad in the 
e^e of law and the same is not legally maintainable. Apart 
from this it is clear from the record itself that the aforesaid 
issue was neither raised nor pressed by the side of the 
management even during the course of final hearing of the 
reference. The management side has neither examined any 
oral witness nor tendered even a chit of paper nor any legal 
points were placed before the court in support of its plea. 
As such I do not find any legal defects in the maintainability 
of the reference and accordingly the facts of the case very 
well come under the purview of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. The Govt, of India through the Ministry of Labour 
has rightly referred the dispute to the Tribunal for 
adjudication and as such this issue is decided against the 
management. 

19. ISSUE NO. 2: This is an important issue and is the 
crux of the reference in hand which may decide finally the 
fate of the case. From the perusal of the record it transpires 
that the workman concerned Sukumar Bouri had been 
absent from his duty w.e.f. 24-9-2002to 8-1-2003 for which 
he was charge-sheeted by the management vide charge 


sheet No. KB/C-6/C.S Nil dated 20-12-2002 as per the 
provision of Model Standing Order under clause 17(1 )n. It 
is clear from the record that the workman concerned had 
appeared before the enquiry officer during the period of 
enquiry proceeding and had actively participated in the 
enquiry proceeding. It is also clear from the record that he 
had submitted explanation to the charges leveled in the 
charge sheet but the same was not accepted and a domestic 
enquiry was held. The statement of the workman was 
recorded before the enquiry officer where had clearly stated 
that he could not attend his duty on and from 24-9-2002 
due to serious illness. It is further stated that he was 
suffering from jaundice and he was under the treatment of 
a private doctor who was called as his condition was serious 
enough. He was declared fit on 9-1-2003 by the doctor 
concerned. Besides this the management witness Shamsher 
Khan, Attendance Clerk of the concerned colliery has 
clearly stated before the enquiry officer in his statement 
that he was marked absent in his attendance register on 
24-9-2002. He has further stated that the workman concerned 
did not inform to the colliery management about his illness. 
It is also admitted that the delinquent employee had 
produced an outside sick certificate about his illness. Apart 
from these all prevailing facts the union has also admitted 
that the workman concerned was absent from his duty 
during the said relevant period in question. It is also directly 
or indirectly admitted that the delinquent employee did not 
send any information to the management about the reasons 
of his absence from the duty during the period in question. 
The enquiry officer has mentioned in his enquiry report 
that the employee concerned could have inform about his 
illness to the colliery authority or to the colliery dispensary. 
It is specifically stated by the enquiry officer in his report 
that the Medical Certificate proves that the workman 
concerned had suffered from jaundice during the aforesaid 
period of absence. The report of the enquiry officer itself 
goes to prove the fact that the employee concerned was 
admittedly absent from his duty due to the sufficient reason 
tendered by him. So in this view of the matter it can easily 
be concluded that the absence from the duty was not 
deliberate rather it was under the compelling circumstance. 
Besides this the union has also not challenged the fairness 
and validity of the enquiry proceedings and admitted that 
the workman concerned was unauthorisedly absent from 
his duty during the relevant period. 

Having gone through the entire prevailing facts 
circumstances, enquiry proceedings and the findings of 
the enquiry officer I find that the delinquent employee was 
admittedly guilty for the charges of unauthorized absence 
and the enquiry officer has rightly held him guilty for the 
act of misconduct of an unauthorized absence for about 
four months continuously without any sanction leave, 
prior permission or information to the management or which 
the workman concerned deserves some suitable 
punishment for the alleged proven misconduct as provided 
in the Model Standing Order. As such this issue is decided 
against the union. 

20. ISSUE NO. 3 : Now the only main point in issue 
for consideration before the court is to see as to how far 
the punishment awarded to the delinquent employee by 
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the management is just, proper and proportionate to the 
alleged nature of the proven misconduct. 

Heard the learned lawyer for the management and 
the representative of the union on the aforesaid points in 
issue. It was argued by the side of the union that it is a 
simple case of unauthorized absence for about four months 
and the absence from duty during the relevant period is 
duly explained and the reasons of absence from the duty is 
sickness from jaundice, which is relevant and satisfactory 
ground of absence during the relevant period. It was further 
submitted that the workman concerned has got unblemish 
record during the service tenure and at best it is the first 
offence of the workman concerned which has been 
sufficiently and satisfactorily explained and the same go to 
show the compelling circumstance beyond the control of 
the delinquent employee. It was vehemently argued further 
that a simple case of unauthorized absence cannot be said 
to be a gross misconduct and the extreme sort of penalty 
can’t be imposed upon the workman concerned in such a 
minor case of alleged misconduct. 

It was further argued by the union side that the 
management has also not charge sheeted the workman for 
habitual absence nor any chit of paper in this regard has 
been filed in the court nor there is any specific pleading in 
this respect as well. The attention of the court was drawn 
towards the report of the enquiry officer who has clearly 
mentioned in his enquiry report that “After examination it 
appears to me that he may intimate or Inform about his 
illness to the colliery authority or to the colliery dispensary. 
But medical certificate proves that he suffered from jaundice 
on the aforesaid period. 

The enquiry officer is fully satisfied with the reasons 
of absence of the delinquent employee after relying on the 
medical certificate granted by the doctor. So it becomes 
clear that the absence of the concerned workman was under 
the compelling circumstance which was beyond his control. 
The union representative further submitted that the 
workman concerned was suffering from jaundice (infective 
hepatitis) which is a serious type of disease and fatal for 
life. The medical certificate produced by the union goes to 
support the contention of the union. The dot;tor has clearly 
mentioned in his certificate that Sukumar Bouri was under 
his treatment w.e.f. 24-9-2002 to 8-1-2003. He was suffering 
from jaundice during the said period and the doctor had 
advised him to take complete bed rest during the period of 
treatment. In such a prevailing facts and circumstance one 
will of course have to be absent from his duty specially 
when the life itself is in danger. I find much force in the 
argument advanced by the union side and I am convinced 
to hold that the workman concerned was absent from his 
duty during the relevant period under the compelling 
circumstance beyond his control. 

20. Perused the specific provision of the certified 
standing order applicable to the establishment of the 
company where the extreme punishment prescribed is said 
to be dismissal as per the gravity of the misconduct and 
admittedly the misconduct of an unauthorized absence from 
the duty under the compelling circumstance can not be 
said to be a gross misconduct rather it is a minor nature of 


misconduct. Apart from this it has been several times 
clearly observed by the different Hon’ble Courts and the 
Apex Court as well that before imposing a punishment of 
dismissal it is necessary for the disciplinary authority to 
consider the socio-economic back ground of the 
delinquent employee, his family back ground, length of 
service put in by the employee, his past record and other 
surrounding circumstance including the nature of 
misconduct. Those are the relevant factors which must 
have to be kept in mind by the competent authority at the 
time of imposing the punishment which of course has not 
been done by the management in this order to meet the 
ends of justice. 

21. The delinquent employee is admittedly an illiterate 
man of Bouri by caste who is the member of the Scheduled 
Caste and happens to be the member of the weaker section 
of the society. He is no doubt financially weak and poor 
who has suffered a lot for about five years and he had 
never been gainfully employed any where during the period 
of dismissal. It is clearly provided under clause 27(1) (page 
15) of the model standing order that various minor 
punishment are to be awarded to the erring employee 
according to the nature and gravity of the misconduct. I 
fail to think as to why only maximum punishment available 
under the said clause should be awarded in the prevailing 
facts and circumstances of the case. It has also been 
observed by the Apex court that justice must be tempered 
with mercy and that the delinquent employee should be 
given an opportunity to reform himself and to be loyal and 
disciplinary employee of the management. 

22. However, I am of the considered view that the 
punishment of dismissal for an unauthorized absence for 
about four months only under the compelling circumstance 
and without any malafide intention is not just and proper 
and it is too harsh a punishment which is totally 
disproportionate to the alleged nature of proven 
misconduct. Such a simple case should have been dealt 
with leniently by the competent authority of the management 
specially when no second show cause notice has ever 
been served upon the concerned workman by the 
management which is of course a direct violation of the 
directives of the Apex court, which amounts to denial of 
the principles of natural justice. 

23. In view of the matter’ I think it just and proper to 
modify and substitute the punishment by exercising the 
power under Section 11 (A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 in order to meet the ends of justice. And as such the 
impugned order of dismissal of the delinquent employee is 
hereby set aside and he is directed to be reinstated with 
the continuity of service and in the light of prevailing facts 
circumstance and the misconduct for which the punishment 
of dismissal was imposed on the workman concerned I 
think it appropriate that the concerned workman be imposed 
a punishment of stoppage of two increments without any 
cumulative effect. It is further directed that the workman 
concerned will be entitied to get only 50% of the back 
wages which will serve the ends of justice. As such his 
issue is decided in favour of the union and against the 
management. Accordingly it is hereby. 
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ORDERED 

That let an “Award” be and the same is passed on 
contest in favour of the workman concerned. Send the 
copies of the award to the Ministry of Labour, Govt, of 
India, New Delhi for information and needful. The reference 
is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 
M frrcft, 29 3P47J47, 2007 
■SR.atT. 3366.—afciPl* fadK aifafom, 1947 (1947' 
44 14) c& £JRT 17 4f TR447 

4fcf7t 3TTV % TT^I. ^ W47T4 ^ 

^ 3FJ4*I 3 3lWlPl4 3 
smK 3Mfw artarnr arrciTOteT ^ w (ttt4 tott 
36/1995) 44 y+lfvicf 44rft %, ^4 4TC44T 2910-2007 

4ft W 1|3TT «TT1 

[U t^-22012/13/L995-3^3tR (7Tt-Il)] 
3pi|4 44 k "Tte, 3tferd 
New Delhi, the 29th October, 2007 

S.O. 3366. —In pursuance of Section 1 7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 36/1995) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour- 
Ctmrt Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Shyamsumderpur Colliery of M/s. ECL 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-22012/13/1995-1R (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRI BUN AL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

Reference No. 36 of 1995 

PRESENT: Sri Md. Sarfaraz Khan, Presiding 

Officer 

Parties : Agent, Shyamsunderpur Colliery 
P. O. Ukhra, Burdwan 
Vrs. 

Joint General Secretary, Colliery Mazdoor 
Union (1NTUC), Cinema Road, Ukhra, P. O. 
IJkhra, Burdwan. 

REPRESENTATIVES 

For the Applicant : Sri P. K. Das 

Advocate 

For the Opposite Party : Sri M. Mukherjee, 

Advocate. 

Industry : Coal : State : West Bengal 

Dated the 19-9-2007 

ORDER 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947), Government of 


India through the Ministry of labour vide its letter No. L- 
22012/13/95- IR(C-II) dated 14-7-1995 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Shyamsundarpur Colliery under Bankola Area 
M/s. E.C.Ltd., P.O. Ukhra Dist. Burdwan(W.B) in 
dismissing Sh. Bishu Bouri, U/G, Trammer is justified 9 
If not to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. After having received the Order No. L-22012/13/ 
95-IR(C.lI) dated 14-7-1995 ofthe above mentioned reference 
from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, for adjudication of the dispute a reference case No. 
36 of 1995 was registered on 1 -07-1996 and accordingly an 
order to that effect was passed to issue notice through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the Court on the date fixed and to file their written 
statements along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance ofthe 
said order notices by the registered post were sent to the 
parties concerned. Sri P.K. Das, Advocate and 
Sri M. Mukherjee, Advocate appeared in the Court to 
represent the Management and the Union respectively. Both 
parties filed written statement in support of their claims. 

From perusal ofthe record it transpires that the case 
was fixed for hearing ofthe dispute on 19-9-2007 but the 
learned lawyer for the union submitted that he has got no 
instruction either from the union itself or the workman 
concerned. The union and the workman concerned have 
got no interest to proceed with the case further. The lawyer 
of the union also submitted that he has got no touch with 
the workman since long time and as such he is ignorant 
about the where about of the workman concerned. In this 
prevailing facts and circumstance of the case it is not proper 
and advisable to keep the same pending any more as the 
same is old one. As such it is hereby 

ORDERED 

That let a “No Dispute Award” be and the same is 
passed. Send the copies of the order to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for information and 
needfull. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

MD. SARFARAZ KHAN, Presiding Officer 

4? f^kft, 29 3T37J4T, 2007 

^4.3TT. 3367.—f4414 3rfatWk 1947 (1947 
^FT 14) ^ qpi 17 ^ 44#q TTC44T ^7 77417 

f%4FT ^ 4447T4 ^ 7TO 1441444 3ft7 44^ 47 

4R, 37544 "fi FlRre 3ilsjjfi|=h f44K 4 474TTT TK4>R 
3Tf44TpTT/3R -4I4M4 4^ ^ W (Wt W7I 33/2006) 
44 ycblfSTRI 4777ft t, 4ft 44 29-10-2007 4ft 

447T e>3TT 4TI 

[U 44-40012/107/2005-3nf 3TR(-^J)] 
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New Delhi, the 29th October, 2007 

S.O. 3367. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 3 3/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Department of Telecom and their wqriomn, which was 
received by the Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-4001 21 107/2005-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 20th August, 2007 
PRESENT: K.. J AYARAMAN, Presid ing Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 33/2006 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Bharat SancharNigam Ltd. 
and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

B, Pachiyammal .I Party/Petitioner 

Ponnapatty Village 
Omalur Taluk 
Salem Distt. 

Vs. 

Union of India .II Parly/Respondent 

Represented by General Manager 
Deptt. of Telecommunications 
Bharat SancharNigam Ltd. 

Salem-7 

APPEARANCE 

For the Petitioner : M/s. P .V. S. Giridhar 

Associates 

For the Management : M/s. K. Kannan(SCGSC) 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order, No. L-40012/107/2005 1R(DU) dated 24-05-2006 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

‘‘Whether the action of the management of M/s 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Salem for terminating the 
services of Smt. B. Pachiyammal, an ex-part time Casual 
Mazdoor is legal and justified. If not, what relief is the 
workman entitled for?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispule, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 33 of 2006 and issued notices to 
both sides. Both parties are entered appearance through 
their Advocates and filed their claim statement and counter 
statement respectively. 


3. The allegations in the claim statement are briefly 
as follows: 

The Petitioner joined the Respondent Management 
in March 1983 as a Casual Mazdoor. She was doing 
sweeping/water carrier and other menial works. But all of 
a sudden, the Respondent Management terminated the 
services of the petitioner in July 1997. Therefore, the 
Petitioner filed OA No. 166/98 before the Central 
Administrative Tribunal to direct the Respondent therein 
to reinstate her in service with all consequential benefits 
and also to regularize her in service in suitable Group'D’ 
post. The Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal 
directed the Respondent/Management to reinstate the 
Petitioner in service by an order of 11-09-2000. The 
Petitioner was directed to, report on or before, 21-09-2000 
at Pannapatty Telephone Exchange and she had joined 
there as per the directions. But to her shock and surprise 
she was not paid for the work performed by her. Although 
she worked continuously without any break in service. 
Therefore, she made various representations to the 
Respondent/Management to pay her salary from 21 -09- 
2000 and also requested them to permit to sign in the 
Attendance Register. Subsequently, during April, 2001, 
the Petitioner was transferred to another Telephone 
Exchange in Pannapatty. The Petitioner was worked for 8 
hours a day on all 7 days. While so, the Petitioner received 
a letter on 01-12-2001 from the Respondent stating that 
her salary would be paid by cash in person at the work 
spot. Subsequently, the Petitioner made several 
representations and took all possible steps to collect her 
salary but it was in vain. The Petitioner all along worked 
continuously without any break in service. While so on 
11 -03-2002, the Assistant Engineer of the Telephone Deptt. 
came to Pannapatty Telephone Exchange and asked the 
Petitioner to give statement that she had worked for only 
15 days in a month. When she refused to do so, he 
threatened that if she is not willing to accept salary for 15 
days, he will terminate her from service. The higher 
authorities showed a vengeful attitude towards the 
Petitioner as she had moved the Hon’ble Central 
Administrative Tribunal against her legal termination. To 
the shock and’surprise by a letter dated 19-03-2002, the 
Petitioner was terminated from service, as a criminal case 
was pending against her and that she was in judicial 
custody. No charge memo was issued to her nor any 
enquiry was conducted against her. No doubt a criminal 
case was falsely filed against her, but the Sessions Coun 
has acquitted’ the Petitipner from the charges. But even 
after that the Respondent as not reinstated the Petitioner 
in service. Therefore, the termination of the Petitioner’s 
service is arbitrary unreasonable and violative of the 
principles of Natural justice. The reasons given by the 
Respondent for terminating the Petitioner are frivolous 
and baseless. No retrenchment compensation was paid 
to her. Since the Petitioner worked continuously for 
several year and has worked for, more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 months preceding her termination 
the termination is void abinitio and she is deemed to be 
in service. Hence for all these reasons, the Petitioner prays 
this Tribunal to reinstate her in service and to regularize 
her in service with all consequential benefits. 
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4. As against this, the Respondent in his Counter 
Statement contended that the Petitioner was engaged as a 
contmgent labour at Pannapatty Telephone Exchange doing 
the work of sweeping and water carrier. When she did not 
turn pp for duty during June and July 1997, another person 
was engaged to perform the duties and when she came 
back to perform the duties, the Respondent has not allowed 
her to do the work as another person has already been 
engaged for this purpose. In the OANo. 166/98, the Hon'ble 
Central Administrative Tribunal had directed the Deptt. on 
09-12-1999 to consider her to work either on contract basis 
or otherwise, in order to honour the Tribunal’s order, the 
Petitioner was again engaged at Panna patty Telephone 
Exchange to perform the work of sweeping on contract 
basis at a fixed monthly wage of Rs. ! 00/- per month and 
she did not perform any other work as alleged by her and 
she received the payment till March, 2001. After that 
Pannapatty Exchange was shifted to another building due 
to expansion of capacity of the exchange and she was 
allowed to perform the contingent work of sweeping. 
Considering the increased quantum of work, it was decided 
to pay Rs. 200/-per month for her work. Even though, she 
performed the duties, she deliberately did not take payment 
for the work she had done for the period from April 2001 
insisting to send the amount by Money Order. Even though 
she was informed to receive the amount, she had refused 
to take the payment. Her deliberate refusal to take the salary 
was clearly motivated to allow herself to claim some 
untenable claims. While so, a notice was sent to her on 
06-02-2002 and she was directed to received the payment 
every month at the exchange premises at a specified date 
from JTO/SDE, Omalur. While so, the DE, MTCE, Rural 
Salem had informed that the Petitioner did not turn up for 
sweeping or cleaning w.e.f. i 6-02-2002 and she had been in 
Police Custody for her involvement in certain criminal cases. 
By that time, it had been decided as a measure of policy to 
cease to employ any sweeper directly and to resort to the 
system of giving out the work through contracts for specific 
period by inviting competitive bids. While so, on 
28-02-2002, the Petitioner sent a letter to General Manager. 
BSNL, Salem demanding re-engagement to do the work at 
Pannapatty Exchange and expressing her consent to receive 
the payment of Rs. 200/- per month and after that she w'as 
informed that she was permitted to do the work with certain 
conditions. Even though, the Sub-Divisional Engineer, 
Groups had gone to Pannapatty Exchange on 1 1-03-2002 
and offered to the Petitioner the payment for the work she 
had performed for the period from 01-04-2001 to 15-02-2002, 
the Petitioner refused to take payment on the rejection that 
she is entitled for full payment for the month of February 
2002 despite her non-performance of work from 16-02-2002 
onwards when she had put in jail under Judicial Custody. 
Therefore, a notice was issued to her on 16-02-2002 
informing her that if she resorted to evading tactics, the 
consideration shown to her for redeployment as contingent/ 
contract worker will be withdrawn. Even after that, the 
Petitioner persisted with her evasive tactics’ of refusing to 
take payment with some ulterior motives, therefore, the 
payment of Rs. 2,100/- had been sent to her by a Money 
Order less commission on 28-03-2002 and she had also 
received the said amount. Further, on 19-03-2002, the GM(T), 
Salem informed the Petitioner that permission given to her 
for sweeping and cleaning on contract basis is withdrawn 
setting out her contract betraying willful disobedience to 
receive the wages delivered to her. Her recurrent absence 
without justification and her incarceration. The Petitioner 
was engaged only as a contingent labour. Even the Central 


Administrative Tribunal directed the Dept, to consider the 
Petitioner for work either on contract or otherwise and 
therefore, she was allowed to perform the work on contract 
basis and the bench did not recognize any right for the 
Petitioner for reinstatement under any circumstances. 
Therefore, there is no scope either for reinstatement or 
regularizing her services. Hence, for all these reasons, the 
Respondent prays that the claim may be dismissed with 
costs. 

5. The points for determination are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondent/' 
Management in terminating the services of the 
Petitioner is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

6. In order to establish her case, the Petitioner 
examined herself as WWI and marked docunments from 
W1 to W29 which are all the copy of her representation to 
the Respondent/Management and the reply to her and also 
the Hon'ble Central Administrative Tribunal’s order and 
judgement in Sessions Court in which she was an accused. 
As against this, on the side of the Respondent, one Sri D. 
Janardanan who is the Divisional Engineer (Admn.) in the 
Salem Telecom Deptt. was examined as MW1 and on the 
side of the Respondent documents from Ml to MI8 were 
marked. 

7. The learned counsel of the petitioner contended 
that the termination order issued by the Respondent/ 
Management under EX.W27 is perse illegal and non-est 
for the reason that no show cause notice, charge memo 
much less no enquiry was conducted. Further, it is illegal 
on, the ground that the Petitioner was in employment of 
the Respondent/Management for more than 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 months preceding her termination 
and therefore the retrenchment is in violation of Section 
25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act. In this case admittedly 
no notice has been issued nor any Retrenchment 
Compensation being paid to the Petitioner. Therefore, he 
further argued that the termination is in gross violation of 
principles of natural justice as no notice or hearing was 
granted. Only because the Petitioner has previously filed 
an application before the Central Administrative Tribunal 
and on the direction of the Tribunal she was reinstated in 
service, the Officers of the Respondent/Management are 
enraged and they have taken a punitive action and 
terminated her service. He further alleged that the allegation 
in the termination notice are flimsy and without any basis. 
They ought to have offered a chance to defend herself 
because the allegation made in the notice are serious and 
an enquiry has to be held before terminating her from service. 
Therefore, he argued that the order of termination is to be 
set aside by this Tribunal. He further argued the reasons 
given in the termination order dated 19-03-2002 (Ex.W27) 
are unreasonable and illegal. It clearly shows a case of 
victimization and amounts of unfair labour practice. Since 
there is an employee employer relationship between the 
Petitioner and the Respondent, it is too late in the day to 
deny her status as an employee and only to deny her status 
as an employee the Respondent has taken a stand that she 
was employed only on contract basis. Hence it is prayed 
on behalf of the Petitioner that the Petitioner is to be 
reinstated with all consequential benefits. 

8. But as against this, the learned counsel of the 
Respondent contended that it is false to allege that the 
Petitioner has been in continuous employment for more 
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than 240 days from 2001. She was merely engaged for 
contingent nature of work for sweeping as a stopgap 
arrangement pending finalization of tender for work contract 
for sweeping and as a measure of policy the BSNL which is 
a Public Sector Undertaking had ceased to employ any 
sweepisr directly and the work was entrusted through 
contract for subsequent period by inviting competitive bids 
from parties. No doubt the Petitioner had earlier filed an 
application before the Central Administrative Tribunal for 
reinstatement complaining of similar treatment on earlier 
occasions. In that the Tribunal directed the Respondent/ 
Management to consider the Petitioner for working either 
on contract or otherwise. 'Even in that application, her 
request for reinstatement and for regularizing of her service 
was refiised by the Central Administrative Tribunal. In view 
of the order passed by the Central Administrative Tribunal, 
the Petitioner had been allowed to perform work only on 
contract basis. It clearly establishes that the Central 
Administrative Tribunal bench do not recognize her right 
for reinstatement nor regularization. In all the days, the 
Petitioner has refused to receive the wages paid to her and 
she has also insisted the Deptt. to pay for the period for 
which she has not worked viz. when she had been arrested 
and kept injudicial custody. Since the Petitioner has worked 
only on contract basis and disengaged from the 
employment, the question of reinstatement does not arise 
at all as she has no legal right for employment. The category 
of sweepers are, not borne on the cadre of workers of the 
Respondent organization. Therefore, she is not entitled for 
reinstatement. Even in her evidence, the Petitioner has 
stated that she will work in the building from 0700 AM and 
do the work of sweeping before the employees arrive at 
0900 AM. She has also evidenced that she has documents 
to prove that she has been continuously in service and it is 
her admission that she had received Rs. 200/- when the 
existing office was shifted to new building. On the side of 
the Respondent, the Respondent has produced Ex. M2, a 
letter of reply from the General Manager to the Petitioner 
on 26-12-2001 which clearly states that she had been 
engaged through a Contractor as contract worker and in 
the subsequent communication dated 05-01 -2002 viz, under 
EX-M3, she has been advised to receive the wages on a 
particular day for the work done by her. It is also clear from 
EX-M4 that the work involved (viz. Sweeping & Cleaning) 
only 2 hours labour and the engagement was purely on 
contract .and on temporary casual basis. Under EX-M8 viz. 
04-03-2002, permission has been granted to her only on 
condition that it would cease to operate on finalisation of 
new contract for Pannapatti Exchange. Therefore, the 
allegation that the Petitioner has got a legal right is without 
any substance or basis. The complaint of termination of 
service or a claim for reinstatement would arise only in 
case of persons who had a legal right to employment and if 
they were unlawfully terminated, but in this case the 
Petitioner has no legal right over employment and therefore 
s;he cannct complain any unlawful termination. The Learned 
Counsel of the Respondent further contended that The 
Respondent organization is a Public Sector Undertaking 
and there cannot be any engagement outside the 
recruitment rules. There is no recruitment in law to provide 
ai particular employment to casual workers and stopping of 
work on the completion of the period stipulated in the 
original o rder of engagement will not amount to termination 
of service. This squarely apply to Section 2(oo), Clause 
(bb) and therefore the Petitioner cannot complain in 
v iolation of Section 25(F) of the Industrial Disputes Act. 
The Learned Counsel for the Respondent further relied on 

1 

/<-■ 7 V 


the ruling reported in 2006 1, SCC, PAGE 121, PUNJAB 
STATE ELECTRICITY BOARD V/S. DARBARA SINGH 
wherein the Supreme Court has held that “the materials on 
record clearly establish that the engagement of workmen 
was for a specific period and conditions. It was clearly 
indicated that an appointment of regular employee, his 
engagement was to come to an end” and also held that in 
view of the position as highlighted in MORINDA COOP. 
SUGAR MILLS V/S. RAMKISHEN, 1995,5, SCC, PAGE 
653, IT WAS OBSERVED “it would thus be clear that the 
Respondent were not working throughout the season and 
they were working only during the crushing Season only. 
The respondent were taken into work for the season and 
consequent to closure of season they cease the work. The 
question is whether such a cessation would amount to 
retrenchment since it is only a seasonal work. The 
respondent cannot be said to have retrenched in view of 
what is stated in Sub-section (BB) of Section 2(oo) of the 
Act. Under these circumstances, we are of the opinion that 
the view taken by the Labour Court and the High Court is 
illegal. The Supreme Court further held “the position was 
reiterated by a three-Judge Bench of this Court in Anil 
Bapurao Kanase Vs. Krishna Sahakari Sakhar Kharkhana 
Ltd. and reversed the judgement of the Divisional Bench, 
which allowed the prayer of reinstatement”. The learned 
counsel for the Respondent further relied on the ruling 
reported in 2006,1, SCC, PAGE 253, KISHOR CHANDRA 
SAMAL VS. ORISSA STATE CASHEW DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION LTD, DHENKANAL in which the 
Supreme Court has held in the case that “the employment 
is for specific period/fixed term and the engagement was 
for various spells of fixed period from July, 1982 to August, 
1982. In the case of disengagement, whether it can be 
considered as retrenchment, it held in all orders of 
engagement, specific periods have been mentioned and 
the engagement had not merely been temporary in nature”, 
hence the case has been squarely covered under Section 
2(oo)(bb) and therefore Section 25(F) would be 
inapplicable. Further, in 2007,1, SCC, PAGE 408, INDIAN 
DRUGS & PHARMACEUTICALS LTD. VS. WORKMEN, 
IDPL, wherein the Supreme Court has held “the Court 
cannot create a post whether non-existing nor issue 
direction to absorb or regularize temporary employment 
nor continue them in service nor pay their salary of regular 
employment as these are purely executive or legislative 
functions and further held that the Supreme Court cannot 
arrogate the duties, powers of the executives and legislature. 
Furthermore, such questions cannot be decided in Court 
on the basis of emotions and sympathies but must be 
decided on legal provisions”. Relying on this decision, 
the Learned Counsel of the Respondent contended since 
the Petitioner was only engaged on contract basis, since 
the Petitioner was absent and she has refused to receive 
the salary from the Respondent authorities and also claimed 
payment of wages untenably for the period for which she 
has not worked (when she had been put in jail under Judicial 
Custody), the Respondent Management has withdrawn 
the engagement for the willful disobedience to receive the 
wages delivered to her and for her regular absence without 
justification and therefore it cannot be termed as 
retrenchment and she is not entitled for any reinstatement 
regularization as alleged by her. I find much force in the 
contentions of the Learned Counsel of the Respondent 
because the Petitioner has not established that she has 
been in employment under the Respondent Management 
nor she is entitled to the benefits of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. It is well established that she has been employed only 
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<>n contract basis and her contract has been terminated by 
a legal notice and under such circumstances, I am not 
Inclined to accept that the termination is illegal or 
unjustified, Under such circumstances, I find this point' 
against the Petitioner. 

7. The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief is the workmen is entitled? 

In view of my foregoing findings, namely, the action 
of the Respondent/Management in terminating the services 
of the Petitioner is legal and justified. 1 find the Petitioner is 
not entitled to any relief. 

8. Thus the reference is disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 20th August, 2007) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

Forthe I Party/Petitioner WW1 Smt. B. Pachiyammat 
For the'11 Party/Mgmt. MW] Sri D. Janardhanan 

Documents Marked:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 Attendance Register signed by the 

Petitioner 

W2 05-07-1997 Representation 

’W3 16-07-1997 Representation 

W4 09-12-1999 Central Administrative Tribunal’s 
Order 

W5 11-09-2000 Order of the Respondent directed the 
Petitioner to report on Duty 

\V6 18-09-2000 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W7 12-10-2000 Representation against 

Mr Ganesan (with acknowledgement 
Card) 

W8 20-11-2000 Representation 

W9 05-02-2001 Representation 

(with acknowledgement card) 

WI0 07-04-2001 Representation 

(with acknowledgement card) 

Wll 11-05-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W12 25-05-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W13 July, 2001 Representation 

W14 07-08-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

WI5 03-10-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W16 01-12-2001 Letter for the Respondent 

W17 11-12-2001 Representation (with acknowled¬ 

gement card) 

W18 26-12-2001 Reply sent by the Respondent 

W19 28-12-2001 Representation to the Senior 

Divisional Engineer (with 
acknowledgement card) 


Ex. No. 
W20 

W21 

W22 

W23 

W24 

W25 

W26 

W27 

W28 

Wz9 


Date Description 

02-01-2002 Representation (with acknowled¬ 
gement card) 

05-01-2002 Letter sent by the Sub-Divisional 
Engineer 

09-01-2002 Representation to the Respondent 
(with acknowledgement card) 

06-02-2002 Reply sent by the Divisional Engineer 
to the Petitioner for the letter dated 
02 - 01-2002 

28-02-2002 Representation to the Respondent 
(with acknowledgment card) 

04-03-2002 Letter from the Respondent 

12-03-2002 Reply given by the Petitioner to the 
Respondent to the letter dated 04-03- 
2002 

19-03-2002 Termination Order 

21-03-2002 Representation against the 
termination order 

18-06-2002 Judgement in S-C, No. 301 of 200277. 


From the Management side: 

EX.No. Date Description 

EX.M1 01-12-2001 Reply of Divisional Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 20-U-2001 

EX-M2 26-12-2001 Reply of Divisional Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 11-12-2001 

EX.M3 05-01-2002 Reply of S-D.E. Groups, Omalur for 
Petitioner letter dated 28-12-2001 

EX.M4 06-02-2002 Reply of Divisional Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 02-01 -2002 

EX.M5 08-02-2002 Acknowledgement of service to 
Petitioner 

EX.M6 21-02-2002 Letter of D.F. Maintenance Rural to 
the General Manager 

EX.M7 25-02-2002 Letter of Inspector to Asstl. 
Divisional Engineer 

EX.M8 04-03-2002 Reply of Divisional'Engineer for 
Petitioner letter dated 28.02-2002 

EX-M9 06.03-2002 Proof of service to Petitioner 

EX.M10 11-03-2002 Letter of Sub-Divisional Engineer to 
the General Manager, BSNL. 

Ex. M 11 11-03-2002 Report of Sub-Divisional Engineer to 
the General Manager, BSNL. 

EX.M12 19-03-2002 Order of Divisional Engineer 

EX.M13 21-03-2002 Acknowledgement of Service to 
Petitioner 

EX.M14 28-03-2002 Wages Rs. 2000/- sent through M.O. 

by Sub-Divisional Engineer copy 

EX.M15 28-03-2002 Proof of M.O. received by Petitioner 

EX.M16 30-03-2002 M. O. Acknowledgement 

EX.M 1701-12-1988 The circular of Chief General 
Manager 

Ex.M18 17-05-1989 The circular of Chief General Manager 



[9PTII—7TO 3(ii)] 


9R9 99 WR : 99*97 24,2007/319*19*9 3, 1929 


9559 


9ft fto#, 29 379^97, 2007 
W.31T. 3368.—SfftfWT, 1947 (1947 
99 14) 9ft m 17^ 313m ft) 717997, wtaws 
fftm 9) 99999 ^ tto M ' ^T 3rk??^ <=b^KT ^^, 

3*399 If MW afhdtffafi f9919 ft ^?ft9 7R97R, 3 failP i9r 

sifter, 9)937 ^ w ( 719 ft mi 21 /2002) 9ft 
977ft 1 9) 7R9979ft 29-10-2007 9ft 999|39 «m 

[ft. T^-22012/116/2001-31lft 3?R (ftftRMI)] 
w 9 trr ftte, ft797 3?f9997) 
New Delhi, the 29th October, 2007 

S.O. 3368..—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 21/2002) of the 
Industrial Tribunal, Jodhpur as shown in the Annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

• [No. L-22012/116/2001 -IR (CM- II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
3135m 

afryiPich ifrcR^ arfacFTW 3ft am rnmicw, 

ftfalftfa 3rf999ft r- aft 3Trt.T^A^T 

ftl€i)Plcb fa9T9 (99^)9) tWT 21/2002 

ft) W 39 aft MIcfttfIG 997 
■qp^f fafa Tlfa*, Tp9.7ft.3pft. 
inr^ 9ffq^ Tjfwt, 

516 3919 997, 9lft)l 31lftf 

«Rm 

1%f nuftto ftm, 

i i99i7t 999, 979t?ft Tte, smftr i 

3TOT*ff 

3RftTR «IRT 10 aft. fa. 3lfafa*m, 1947 

imftsjfa 

( 1) aft PRlfts? Tlfftfftftt T4T«ff 
(2) aft tr^ pfftfftft) am«ff 
srar3 

farlfa^ 29-11 -2006 

I. 'RT79 7179717 ft anftt 3lf97|9RT 97*997 T^r. 
22012/116/2001-39ft.3P7(7ft.Tm.-II)ft^ 17-7-2002 SRI 
fppfaps; 3TRftRT^Rl 10 atfafwT, 1947 ^ 

<m\ rt M Wi tor f : - 

“Wliether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Ajmer in terminating the 
serv ices of Shri Ramchandra S/o Shri Motila! Tanwar 
w.e f. 24-8-1999 is legal and justified ? If not, what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled to ?” 


2. Plftf URT 31991 ftRl-99 311719 9>1 ft?l %91 991 

f % 9lftf 319lftf ^ 3pftft 5-1-84 9ft9<J*f ftftt 

99 97 fftg^T ^3H, faft 1-6-88 9ft 31919? 199 ) 997 gRT 
ft9T ft 3*177 977 fatfl, fstfM ftftsr ft sftsftfa* fa9K 33T9T 
991, ■3ft aftftffilcb fa919 ft. 2/87 9ft "79 ft 9ft I3TT 991 
faW 3fttjfftof9faft^ 15-9-92 9ft 9lftcl 19791 9919 919? 
9ft ft^T^faT 9ft 3pJ?jfacT 9191 9919 39: ft9T 9ft fftlRRclF ft 
ft9T ft 3979?f9cT 977ft 9 U ft I* cl WT ft 7000 Taft 9ft Tlfft 
7*9 ft f^Tflft 9ft, 31919? 5R1 7000 79ft9ft7lfft ft) 
979? 9ft ft ftt 9ft ftf9R ft9I ft 397*fc 9ftf %9T 9911 Tpff 
9cjft ftftt 9>ft9Rt 91 9 ^HN "?t amiftf ^ 319t9 3F9 
ftt 9>lft 9Rft ftl 9Tftf ^RT 199197 15-9-92 9ft 
1 jftcT9T 9RT9T 9R9Tft ^ fatr ^9t9 99 3JPJ9U (^^9) 3RT 
199FT, 3f3pft ^ TR?I 3T99T 99R9T U^cjci fa9T faTfft f^iW 
7-8-98 9ft 3Mftf jjRf T4vt 7TR?ftft 9ft 91eHT 9><ft 71^99 

9T9f ft 3T9ft f99T9T 13-8-98 9ft 7R9H 

ft 3TOTftf ftTHftf ft IftTRR 9ft 997 ft9T ^ft ^ 9^9^ 
■ 39 : 25-8-99 9ft ft9T ft 3997 9R 1ft9T ^ 3 ft ft 33 

7TRs$ft 39 3T9lft 9ft 9RT9T ^ 1997)9 9T 991 99 faftftt °^c9 
fl 9T9f^RI 39 : 4-10-99 9ft 9939399 (^ft)9) SUfiftft) 
779^7 3T99T 99799 97^9 19791 WPg ftftf 9^f ft 9ftf 

719^91 9^f ftft ft 9Tcft f 99 T<r) ft[fft9 977 9977 TJ 1 9R9 979717 
9 ft 3997997 97lft9lftt 9919911 9Tftf H71 13-8-98 9ft 
# 977ft ^ 9T91c( 3T9lftf ^ 7m 9ft 79T ( 977ft 
99779 9739 1ft> Ml faTlft 77^ ' 5)977 319T91 ?J719lftf 9ft ftgift 
779191 9ft 9^, ft^l Tmifftl ft 3 ft faftt 997R 971 9ftft fttf27T, 
il(e<H ftcli 9ft 1ft91 991 9 5l 9ftf ‘919 97lft91iift 9ft 9f, 
9fa5c9 971 997T7H 9?f 19791 991, 9Tftf ft 97^ 
?ftft97 3TR ftl 379lftf 7779H ft 979ftcT ft 319,: 3T9lftf ^171 
24-8-99 "SRI 9lftf 9ft ftcfl^fftct 9ft 97pf9T?ft 9 ft 373fa9 tfa 
37^9 ftl cl 19791 91977 9Tftf 9ft ft91 9ft tftTRRcll ft 3 ft ^99 
9 799 tile cl ft91 ft 39: 9?TeT fftft "Sfift 971 3791^ 9lf7919791 
9flftl 

3. aryiftf 9ft 3^7 ft 39919 ft 97FT 991 197 Tllftf 9ft 
5-1-84 9ft 3TJ97fft797 97ft9lft ^ ^9 ft ff997 ft99ftftft 
97ft9lft 99 97 9^f 7M 991 9F f979R ft91 ft 9lftf 7FT, 
1-6-86 ^ 9?91cf 9lftf 799 ft 319ft 97lft 97 9 H 31191 97?ft 
9rftt ftt TiUldR 240 1ft9 97lft 9?f %91, 991 ^ 1^9197 15-9-92 

917T91 ft 9lftf 9ft ft9l ft 3979ff9cT 13-8*98 9ft 19791991 
ftf979 9Tftf 3 ft 9ft ftlfd 799 1991 99lft 97lft ’9^11 

991 99ff97 9? 79!sf 99 97 97lft 97791 "9R9T f 99 f97 97Rft 
3H97f7997 9^ 97 7731 991 91, 79lf 99 97T9lel9 ft 79)979 9?f 
f 9 ft f799 f, 919f 971 ^t?9 ft) 19919 97 9919 ^RT977 
9T9199 9ftft ft 791 1 99 97 9Tft 971 ft, 9lftf ft 

13-8-98 ^ 919 cRMR 240 fat 97lft 9?)* 19791 9199R 9ft 
H^TFi 977ft ^ 99-99 a<)«b ^591 7F91 ft, 37f997lft9) 97 
9T9T99 9919 sicicn ftl 9lftf 7^951 ft 97lft 7ftf977 991 
Wfaft 9171 25-997 3ft.fa. 3?faf999 ^9199lft)‘ 99 9RT91 9ft 
399?997fn 9ft) 7ft) 9 ft) 9)f9TT, 9)f97T ftcl9 9 339991 ftft 9ft 
399799791 ftl 9lftf f9779 3739 W 99 3lfa97tft 9ft)' ftl 
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4. to-fr ^ wfa ft ski fft rt 
tar RR feRC 3T5H«ff UfcTt^fV SKT few Rf.Rf 7WT 
33$TTftf Rl 33ft ft Ff.ftf. fefe RT RR8J-FR RFJR feT 

fror 3Twf urfeftf ift fw r 1 Rf i 
s+^ciWi feT rrt i 


6 . RF R*R fefRT RF? t fR Rlftf Rf 5-1-84 Rf 
3Tsn«ff ftr tfRR RTRftftft *4^*1 ft Prefer rrt, 

1-6-88 RfRft ftR ft ^RR tol RRT R FT 'TOTTTRR R 37RF 
1RTTR 15-9-92 ftfe 13-8-98 Rf ^JR: wll iOTW I 


7. RF fe RTft RT RT7 lira? FT RT fR F73ft 24-8-99 


R>f ftf TfafglRR fe fe Rft felR Tn«ff ST7T RRlf Rf t, ft 
rgf c£ in* ^ ft fe RTRTcTTT 240 fe RR STFlftf t£ 33TT#T 
Rl4 fell FT 7TRR ft TTT^rf SKI TfftTF, fttTR ^ J ldM 

Fdfe F73F RFf fe Rft t'RFf TORRTRlft 
Rftlfe ffe Klfecb 7TTSR Ff RFR-FF FT ft Rf tl Flftf ft 
fe ft 7^ TOT ft fR 3fe ftf F1RRT ft 

13-8-98 RftRTft FT ffe RRT RRfe RTF RFfeT7 24-8-99 
RR 3TFftf ftfe tell TFT, 24-8-99 Rt fe ftR ft ^RR RT 
fe RRTI ffRTO ft 3T5R«ff Rf 33fT ft ftf RFR-FR V® 

ft FTR ftt ftf.TTf. 'Jl k) fe ft 34 Hh1 73PaR ft 33Rft 6*1’ll, FRfft 
ftf FTOT ft 13-8-98 Rf FTR? Rf ‘JR: ftfRft FT feT TOT 
*ftl<*>K n+i’Kl f? FT^I -i’^'l’l 31 Mh 1 7TT3R ft RF <^61 1? fR Fiftf 


TR7TR ft ftW<| RTRT ftf RFf RFRT 1?, fftFTR "ft 3Tft|c^[f<q| Rf 
RTRTRR FI RTft Rf T R T 3f ft FRF sidii, FRTF 3il4 <0111 
FTRT ft, FTR? Rt 33Flftf ^RT RRlt ^ y^Ki 

fel iRU Rfe RT«ff fe irtRRRRTRFf 3TPTT, fe 240 t^T 
crlMIclK fe ^ RFf fell 3n«ff fet Rirlfe r|i To T& 
TFcTT t f^F RRI 3TT«ff ^ Rtffe ^ 331RR R3 tr fe 
fe TOl ^T RTO t RRR 240 fcT 3TRTRf ^ 33T#T 
dMIdK fe ^R feT «HI W Tfe ^ RMHlR RTOR -4N!dR 

~m 2004TTR.#.'Rt.(TTRTTO 1 ^) 1062^f¥feTRfefe 
RRfeRRRTR ^PlcjlR ^feq^RRS^RRR^T'fRITtt^ 


tSd-f) RTc^ T j4Rcff r 4 ^ 240 "f^R 'RFTTcTR Rn4 IRRII §K^I 
fe TO ^FT RR Rfe RT t 3^T fe’ 9tfe “4 fe 
RTt^T RRIR ^ 33RTTRT RTSR RRJcf RRl ^ 3tR <£Rr?i 
fe R5T RRfSRT RRPR Rfe tl RlrfeclRT R fe ^ 
TRR ^ RtfeRF RT&R ^ 331RR R3 R? Ife fe RFf RRT RT 


RRRTf t4> RRyff R3 ^3: fei4 "Rft cn R R3lt RTT^ SKI 

■sfe fegfei ^3t cfRte 24-8-1999 R ttrt r4 240 
f^R cRF ?KTf?fR 3T5TTsff ^ RRtR fe feT Rl 1 


8. RT> R?R fe R Ff RR Rt felR R R^ Rtt’ RRT RT 
RTO tRT 33RTMf ^RT fe RTt Rfe fel RRT FT I RRl f^R% 3 
RRT 25-RR, 25-Rt R 25-RR ^ RRTRIRf RT RcRTO 33RTRf 
^R[ fRRT RIRT Rtf RTRT RT RTOI FT RfffRrfe' R fe Rf 
TfRTRfRT 33^R RTt TO RT Rf? RRR RFT tl RTRf RTf 
SR^cTTR mH RT 33fRRRt Rtf t 1 

9 . R^R IrRRR R 33^RR FT tRtR RT RRR FT 3fe 
R>t R fe RRR fFR RTRI t : 


10. 335n«ff ^RT RT«ff Rf 24-8-1999 ^ T fel 
R1RT Rfe RR' tR RTI R«ff Rif 33^ TO fe RT 
33fRRRt Rtf t I 

11. FT 33Rlt Rt FRTRRT4 RRR RTRR RT ^fRR fel 

fe I 

12. RF 33Rlt 33TR tRRTR 29-11-2006 RT^R 'RTRRR 
tf 7JRTRT RRT I 

■ 5 ^ fRF FTF, "RlRfe 
Rf feff, 30 33R^RR 2007 

RR.33T. 3369.-sflFlfefeR RfeRR, 1947 ( 1947 

RT 14) Rf RRT 17 R 3Tj^RU| fef?3 WF t. RRRTfR 
imw^ FRT t. ffFRR RRRTlfR R RRTO R RR£ fe^Rf 
33RRfe R^RKT ^ #R, 3T|4 r xf fq[fe 3feRR feR xf 
■^tfR RTRR sMfe 33fRch< u l/3RT ‘RTRTRR, Rf fRRRTf -1 
R FRR (^4 TO3T 74/2003) Rf RRffe RRlf t, Rif 
fefR TRRRRf 29-10-2007 Rf TO f331 RT I 

[73. RR-11012/8/2003-3TTf 3TR (7Tf-I)] 
7% RRT RRT7T, ^7R STfRRRf 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 
S.O. 3369.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 74/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, New Delhi -1 now as shown in the Annexure in 
industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Sunshine Interprises by M/s. Indian 
Airlines and their workmen which was received by the 
Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/8/2003-1R (C-l)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
3RJSRI 

TRTar aft 7ftr Iff to, fttemfR 33fliRT7f ^tr 
737RTT 3TkiffRR 33fRRTR RF 3R3 RRTrTR 7R3JT 1, 
33TT ^ TJTR, ^ feft 

afldfPlR IfeTR 7R3R 74/2003 

•33 sq^f, 

R3RRR THTOfF TjfeT, 

3 Rf.ftf.-irraF, 

Fft xrrft ( 

Rf ffteRT 

.r _ 4rr 

RRR3 

rfrr’rr, 

FffeR W RIFT, 

33lf Ff 3TTf Zftfe 1, 

TOR, Rf feft 

2. ftrrft 7TR7TTFT fFSfeR, 

F-60, fRTTO ^ft, 

RRRT RR7 4, 

Rf ffteRlf I 
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3. Aid 3TRq gSOTg^R, 

RRTF A. Rd. 423, 
m '7 4t. RfTRf^TT 
gf fged) I 

.RRRRT 

9ft ehHdchM RfFTt, RRifd RRRR7 
irarT^ 

RRFR 9IR RRTdR gRT STftd WTT Rd- 
11012/08/2003-3?T^ 37R Rt 1 IgHlf+d 28-05-03 ~A RgR 
Pi*-ildf<sffl f^RTg -41 <4 Pi 4-4*1 log 4df RRT :- 

' ‘Whether the demand of Airport Employment Union 
for reinstatement of Shri Jaipal helper by M/s. Sunshine 
Enterprises, Contractor, engaged by M/s. Indian Airlines 
is just, fair and legal? If yes, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from what date?” 

l.tRRlg q^TTRR^RRRRTgHt WRitgtfSR 
T PTTI R9T 4 RR^ RT^RT RR RR gR fq^K R^RT-rf^R 

RR 3T1W toT t cT«7T TOT ^TRTdR ^ 37^7 R?t 
ynifiTcl idfci RR*} Rtlci*^ RRR hFHI 3|m ig-ilRT 3 - 10-2007 
R>t R>Hd RHR c4l J fl 4 3RFTT R7TR 1^1 RR72 R>) 

3ffr '-4R1R fg^lT % gR fqqK A Rg5 RgdfR RR 9R RRJeRf gRT 
gR ^RRRUf ctf Aw, RRT f gftfdR gR fgRTg Rl Rg fdRT 
dTRl 9ft RTRd RTTR RTmt ^ gR RRd ^ RTRR R7 Rg fRRTg 
Rg f^RTT RTcIT t RRT RRfd glRsId gRuR g) dTcft tl 
IgRFF 3-10-2007 R7T fRg Rd, MldlUld STfRRTRt 

fg?dt, 30 3R^RT, 2007 

RR37T. 3370.—^RltfW^^3rfRfW7,1947 (1947 
Rg 14) R) RRT 17 ^ STJRRTf A, gfcgfa RTRTR 4 TOT^f 
gOTIg^Sf RRTR A. gfegR RRTdTgR ^ 3ra«fcf5f ^ RR£ 
R4U+T sffr +4 r>rT <£ #r, sfjrr 4 Idfe afNitfw 

fgRlg A RTR.R sflRffilRT 3Tf*fRRd/9fR f/RldR, 

^ fRrft-I '% W (Rg4 RT^T 75/2003) r) TRFlfeld RRRt 
t, *ft RRSR r) 29-10-2007 R>t RRT RT I 

[R. Rd-11012/7/2003-37^ RR (Rt-I)] 

*4{? d<1l 'Jl c U<rl, -^*R> 35ff^R7Rt 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 

S.O. 3370.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 75/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, New Delhi-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Sunshine Enterprises by M/s. Indian 
Airlines and their workman, which was receiyed by the 
Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/7/2003-IR (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA J AWAS, Desk Officer 


37fJTST 

RR$T SIH tf dIRlW arffcRFTft 

RT3JTT, 3TteRUT TTR 9RT R7TRRT 

R737T 1, 37TT. A Vp*, ^ f&rft 
Tmn 75/2003 

chl4°|i lft 

TiRRfR ^Hdl^ 

3,4t.Rt. ¥fJR, 

Wt RFf, 
dflgRdt I 

2 . rftwt 
R. 60^ tRRd jd, 
dM4d "i‘K 4, 

24 I 

3. 4r 4 3T^nj izmsAz, 

R^FTHR. Rd. 423, 
oFRRT ?7T 

Rf Ren) I 


R3R dl^R, 

Rif ^ 1, 

4idH Rcnl i 

.wrer 

3trf^TR: 9ft *Hd=hld rRpft, ^td u4«f^ 

RT^R 9fR RRdR gRT SfF&T RRsd Rd- 
11012/12/2003-Rif 3TR Rt 1 Rdif^d 28-05-03 ^ 
fRgfdfecf tgRTg 4dT RRT :— 

"Whether the demand of Airport Employees Union 
in regard to reinstatement of services of Shri Mehar Chand, 
Cleaner engaged by M/s. Sunshine Enterprises by 
M/s. Indian Airlines, New Delhi is just, fair and legal? If 
yest, to what relief is the workman is entitled and from 
what date? 

l. iRcffg 44)^d ^ 34RR1 gNt grr 4di 

RRTI <*>4^T(l gRT 3RRT gT^ gR Rjq<. u l ^ERRcT f^fl ^1 ‘SRftd^ 
4 R3fT Rg RR gR fgRTg r) "Rgt Rt'XW) RR 
3TTW f'TvRT ^ g®7T '^TTRIdR R> 3TT^?T R) TRfffdR Tffg RR 
RRR ^ %R RRR RRfTI RR tgRTRf 3-10-2007 Rfl 9ft RRd 
RHR RfFft 4 3RFTT R77H gR T^51 RR72 R) 9^ RRH fgRT 
% gR fRRTg A Rp5 RgdTR RR 9fR RRIdR gRT gR RfftTRRd 
git RRT't gR%R gR fqqrs r) Rg f%RT RT^l Rt RRd 
Rgg RfFft gR RRH A: RTRR R Rg iRRTg Rg tRRff RTRI f 
RRT RRgd glfed gRJRT R>t dTcft't I 

RgfRgRd, MldlRtR 3TfRRgft 
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ft 30 373<J37, 2007 

^7.33. 3371.—37lftkT37 1ftn<* ##T33, 1947 (1947 
33 14) ftt m\ 17 ft 3PJ7777T 3, ft#3 777337 4 7R7TT?3 

tersrftra 3313 4 ftftrr ft 33#3 ft 3ft£ 

f-ftMftf ftk R# =bftbkT ft #3, 37ft*4 ft krfft? ftklrfftf 
fftiT3 ft.#sfa *77337 ateAPi* #ftp7W973 ^tftrr, 
ftfft#-i ftftiR (tt# 73331 8 1 / 2003 ) 34 y=hif^ici 

t, ft ft#3 777337 34 29-10-2007 34 3T3T|3TI 3T I 

[77. 3R-11012/17/2003-3ft 373 (74-1)] 
7% cTcTT ^13177, #31 #33# 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 

S.O. 3371.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 81/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, New Delhi-1 now as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Sunshine Interprises by 
M/s. Indian Airlines and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/17/2003-1R (C-1)] 

SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

37^537 

7to 9ft m fft ^cT, Mldiftln srftofr ftftra 
7773717 ft &4 R i ch 3Tftl^7W T# 97X7 ftmRT T77W 1, 
3TTT. ft. ^J73, ft fft# 

ftftPi<*) 77733 81/2003 

ait 3f4 

796 3lft3 3.I 
3f#13 - 5 ft, 
ft fft#-63 


4 ' Whether the demand of Shri Mani, Contract Labour 
of M/s. Sunshine Enterprises under the M/s. Indian 
Airlines New Delhi for reinstatement/regularization of his 
services by M/s. Indian Airlines is justified ? If yes, to 
what relief is the workman is entitled and from what date?" 

1 . fae||< qftkp ^773 ft dH<Ki ftft 3ft 34 llfc-H ftn 
33TI ##1 £RT aTTTT 3ft 33 f#7M 377J3 1ft3T tl 33#cP 
397 4 331 3lftlT 33 #T 3T7 ^77 13313 34 ftf 37 7k# 33 
3TT3f #3T t 33T ^I3 (cT 3 ft 371# 34 Wf# 37% % 

3# ft %37733 313TI 3TT3 f^=rf^ 3-10-2007 34 aft 33731 
333 73# 3 37331 33FT 44 ftj ^^1 33R 34 37k 3313 fftll 
1% 177 f33T3 ft ^5 33^113 377 973 Mftd3 £171 W #TT7R 
34 33T33li ^ 1#K 34 ft fft31 3#| 34 33731 

333 37131 ft ITT 3313 op 3TMT 37 3? 13313 33 1ft31 3131 4 
33T 33^3 #73(3 33377 34 3I3t ftl 

I33f31 3-10-2007 773 fftft 33, ftdlftH #33# 

ft 133#, 30 373^37, 2007 

3JT.37T. 3372. -ftftfftn133T3 ##733, 1947 (1947 

cpi 14) 34 3R1 17 ft 3Tj7773T ft, ft#3 777337 ft. 7T377T?3 
T2T3TT33 3313 ft. 33Tcft3 "ft 33333 ft 773^ 

fftftftf #3#3ft3#ftft3, 3T#3 ft f4fe ftftPl«=h 

f33T3 ft ft#3 777337 ft #131 #33773/907 ^3131313, 
ft fft#-[ ft 33R (77# 7#3T 76/2003) ft) 334fft 3#t 
t, ft ft#3 777337 ftl 29-10-2007 34 3F3 ?[3TT 3TI 

[77. -Q^T-11012/12/2003-37T# 37T7 (74-1)] 
7# 7731 33T77, "S73T #33# 

New Delhi, the 30th October, 2007 

S.O. 3372. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 76/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, New Delhi-I now as shown in the Annexure in 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Sunshine Interprises by M/s. Indian 
Airlines and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No. L-11012/12/2003-1R (C-1)] 
SNEH LATAJAWAS, Desk Officer 


3BT33337, 

ftrrft ftft33 3377 cftTT, 

3# ft 377ft efftra 1, 

31313 ft fft# 

.33331 

ftftTC 

ft#3 777337 913 331(73 STTT STlftl T#3l 3?3- 
11012/17/2003-3ft 37R 74 1 Pftfftd 28-05-03 ft 3f3 



3Tftkr 

77387 9ft m Midi ft)3 37fft33ft ft#3 

777337 3ftftf337 37f#ST<3 3ft 973 M4I(33 77733 1 
37TT ft "573, ft fftrft 

#^ilPlcb 77#3 76/2003 

3771131 33717, 

796 313R 3.1 ftT33 ftt, 
ft fftft-63 


.337347 
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*rtf 

tercf ifasFT xpromfff, 

3# 3# SfjfccT 1, 

F^TP # 

.^FF 

■^f^m: FHNFId c^TFfV FfTlvT TWVF 

F#far tttftt m TT'sn^nr sttt tt'tsfi 

t^T- 11012/1272003-3# 3TTTTTM fcrifad 28-05-2003 ^ 
TT?TT flFfafacT f^K ^F^tMfT FF TF 

"Wliether the demand of Shri Ashok Kumar, Contact 
Labour of M/s Sunshine Interprises under the Indian 
Airlines New Delhi for reinstatement/regularization of his 
services by Indian Airlines is justified ? If yes, to what 
relief is the workman entitled and-from what date? 

fs|c|t< PFNjfcT F# F F9TRT Ft -llfcRT 

FJTI F^TTTt HTTT 3T# FT iFoRF w-K^ci If PI UPl 'll 

f#tf ■qaj 3 pf fs#! ft #t ft in ft #t pt 
Tfa# "FT 3TTFo IFF t cf«H WI F 3T#?T Ft 
"SRlf^RI "afr^TF# F'faTTTFT'PFTTI 3TR (Vtl'b 3-10-2007 
Ft 3Tt FTF FTcT cFFTt 3 STFTT FFH ^TJ ?^SI 9Fd Ft 
3% FFH f#TT fF ITT f^FT^ FFTF FT $TF FFFTF i?TTT 
5=T STfFFT^T Ft FFI FFI i fT#H7 fTT fFFK Ft # IFF 
FTFI Ft FRS! FF cFFTt F fTT Wt F 3TTFT FT F? fFFK 
Iff ’FF t TTF FTpT Ffen FTFT Ft FRTt il 

iFTTF 3-10-2007 

TF fm FF, mMiwH FfaFTTt 
313TFJFT,2007 

FT 3TT. 3373.—3T#tfi|FfF?K 3Tfaf™, 1947 (1947 
FT 14) Ft FTTT 17 F ST^TTTF 4, TTTFTTT^ IfF 3TTF 

^feF F 'ffPFFT F TTO M*1<F sftT ^3 pF F*fFTTT F Ff, 
3PJFF 3 Ffe 3TWTF fFFK F FF ; ? TTTFTT 3MfhF 
-BTfbtFTF TT. I, # F FF? (tM #11 04/2007) Ft 

■?FTf?F 'FTcft t, F FFto TTTFTT Ft 31-10-2007 Ft FF 
|;3TT FI 

[U TJ?M 2012/87/2006-3# 3TTT (F-I)j 
3TFF P^HK, T=TF 3TfFFTTt 
New Delhi, the 31st October, 2007 

S.O. 3373.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 04/2007) 
of Central Government Industrial Tribunal No.I, 
New Delhi, as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 


dispute between the management of State Bank of India, 
and their workman, received by the Central Government on 
31-10-2007. 

[No. L-120 12/87/2006-IR(B-1)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR] SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL NO. I, 
NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 4/2007 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri A.K. Malhotra Through 
The Sr. Vice President, 

All India State Bank of India 
Staff Federation, 1st Floor, 

State Bank of India, Local Head Office, 

Pt. Jawahar Lai Marg, 

Bhubaneswar-751001 

Bhubaneswar (Orissa) .Workman 

Versus 

The Dy. Managing Director cum Corporate 
Development OfTicef, 

State Bank of India, 

Corporate Office, 

Mandadme Came Road, 

Mumbai. .Management 

Appearances;—None. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L- 12012/87/2006-IR(B-I) dated 
15-1-2007 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

"Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India in starting the parallel proceedings against the 
workmen i.e. S/Shri AK. Malhotra, G.N. Parashar, G. Sharma, 
M.C. Sharma, Gopal Lai Meena, Ved Prakash Sharma, Tej 
Singh Ram, Vikram Singh, Prakash Bharti and B.L. Kanojia 
is legal and justified? If not to what relief the workmen are 
entitled to?" 

2. Reference as received 12-2-07 and notice to the 
parties was ordered to be issued for filling of claim on 
18-4-2007. None for the workman appeared on 18-4-2007, 
14-6-07, 16-8-2007 and today also none for the workmen 
appeared despite registered A.D. notice dated 17-8-07 It is 
2:30 pm. It appears that the workmen are not taking interest 
in the prosecution of the reference. Hence, No Dispute 
award is passed. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated. 22-10-2007 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
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*T$fWt,31 3T^,2007 
W.3TT. 3374. —1947 (1947 
14) ^KT 17 ^ TH/STC ^TF^T 

cFl^-R M&S $ TOUtT* ^ 

fNW ata +^uT ^ , a^'t* 4 ftfte afhalf'f* 

tcfTf^ 4 4>-sflq <rK«t)K 3?l&l)P|en •3TfV«t>< u l 4. 2, V*1«1F 4» 
4FF (tM #H 63/2005) W«=brfTld Wl t, Ft 
TTWR^ 31-10-2007 ^Tt W<T^3TT «ni 

[4. -Q^T-42012/300/2003-3^ m OtfWI)] 
37FR ^TR ifte, t&Z arftr^TTfr 
New Delhi, the 31 st October, 2007 
S.O. 3374.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref, No. 63/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of National 
Industrial Development Corporation Ltd., and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 31-10-2007. 

[No. L-42012/300/2003-1R (CM- II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

Shri Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d)ofthe 1. D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 63 of 2005 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of National Industrial Development 
Corporation Ltd. and their workman. 
APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workmen : None 

On behlf of the employers ; None 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Industrial Development 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10(l)(d) of the 1. D. Act, 1947 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No. L-42012/300/2003-IR (CM-I1) dated 
10th June, 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

“ Whether the termination of Shri Sudipta Roy, Peon 
by the management of National Industrial 
Development Corporation Ltd., Ranchi on 27-10-1990 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief he is 
entited?." 

2. In this case the concerned workman only appeared 
once but subsequently failed to appear before the Tribunal. 


Management side also failed to appear before this Tribunal. 
However, it transpires from the record that a letter has been 
received from the management along with a copy of order 
dt. 13-1-2005 of Hon'ble High Court of Judicature at New 
Delhi wherein the Hon'ble Court has passed order to wind 
up the Company i.e. the employers in the instant reference. 
It also further appears that in view of the said order of the 
Hon'ble Court and pursuant to the decision taken by the 
Government of India and Board of Directors all the 
employees have opted for voluntary Separation Scheme 
and they are no longer in employment of the management. 

In view of the facts and circumstances, as the 
Company has been wound up and as the concerned 
workman failed to appear subsequently to his first 
appearance before this Tribunal inspite of issuance of 
notices, a 'No dipute’ Award is passed in this case 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute between 
the parties. 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer. 
1 ■TTFT, 2007 

W.3TT. 3375. —sMfe 1947 (1947 

14) m 17 $ 3TT ; RT ar J 4, 

^ 'STWfcfcF 444 Pi4)F«4l «r»4«r»KT 

atftlFWSR feft-I, « ^ tNTE (Wf 

WTT 237/99) ^ TOftm FRcft i, Ft ^#7 ^t 
31-10-2007 ^TT! 

[4. HOI2/52/99-3TTf 3TTT(4t-I)] 

New Delhi, the 1st November, 2007 

S.O. 3375.— In pursuance of. Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 237/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court New Delhi-1, now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Air India and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. L- 11012/52/99-1R (C-1)] 

SNEH LATA J AWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL, PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL 
NO. 1, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 237/99 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Devender Kumar 
S/o Shri Ram Chander, 

T-73, East Mehram Nagar, 

Palam Airport, 

New Delhi. 


... Workman 
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Versus 

The General Manager, 

Personal, S.H.R., 

Air India, l.G.l. Airport, 

Terminal- 11, 

New Delhi-110010. ... Management 

APPEARANCES 

Workman in person. 

Shri V. P. Gaur A/R for management. 

AWARD 

The: Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-l 1012/52/99 (C-I) dated 3-12-99 has 
referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication 

‘‘Whether the action of the management of Air India, 

1. G.l. Airport, New Delhi in not regularizing Shri 
Davinder Kumar s/o Shri Ram Chander, Casual 
Loader w.e.f. 25-5-85 is justified and legal ? If not, 
what relief the workman is entitled to and from what 
date ?” 

2. Brief facts to this case as culled from record are 
that the workman was employed as casual worker and he 
has been working continuously from 25-5-85 till 1989. He 
has completed more than 240 days as on 31-12-87. Hence 
he is entitled to be absorbed/regu lari zed in the employment 
of Air India but the management has not regularized his 
services which resulted in the above dispute referred for 
adjudication. It is further stated that (1) to regularize them 
from the date of their recruitment (2) to pay them same 
wages as paid to their permanent counter parts from the 
date of their initial recruitment (3) To restrain the 
management of Air India from transferring its Units to the 
International Airport Authority of India and (4) i:o restrain 
the International Airport Authority of India from getting 
work done from private contractor. The workman was one 
of the concerned workmen in the said industrial dispute at 
serial No. 33 of Annexure 11 to the said reference. In the 
Annexure II to reference order the date of joining of 
workman i s shown as 26-5-85 and number of days w orked 
are shown as 328 days. That the Industrial dispute was 
numbered as l.D.No. 99/87 and this Tribunal was pleased 
to pass award dated 4-3-1991. The award was passed in 
terms of the scheme of regularization brought out by the 
Air lnditi Management. It is further stated without prejudice 
to the above that the workman had rendered continuous 
services as contemplated under Section 25-B of the l.D. 
Act. The management gave deliberate breaks in service 
just to deny the legal right to regularization or permanency 
of job and in view' of continuous services for long period a 
right to permanency of job accrued to the workman. Hence 
he was otherwise eligible to be considered for consideration 
to regularization. The management kept on regularizing 
casuals n a phased manner and in July, 1997 casuals were 
regularized. The action of the management amounts 
to unfair labour practice. The management even refused 
to entertain the letters of the workman vide letter 
dated 24-5-98 arid therefore he raised the above dispute. 
The action of the management is, therefore, unjustified 
and illegal being in negation of the provisions of the I. D. 
Act. In view of the above the workman has sought an 


award in his favour directing the management to regularize 
his services w.e. f 25-5-85 and with consequential benefits 
of wages. 

3. Claim was contested by the management by filing 
written statement raising preliminary objection that the 
claimant has worked as casual worker with the management 
only in the year 1985, 1986 and 1988. Thereafter, he 
abandoned the work of his own. Workman is not entitled 
to regularization as per scheme as he has not completed 
requisite number of 240 days on 31-12-87 till then he has 
only worked for 220 days and as such he is not entitled to 
be regularized as claimed. Claim of the workman that he has 
worked for 320 days as per annexure II is contrary to the 
record and is denied. It is also denied that he has not worked 
for more less than 240 days as on 31-12-87, that he was 
eligible for regularization in terms of the award dated 4-3- 
91. It is also denied that the management ever admitted 
that the workman has worked for 328 days prior to 
31-12-87. His claim is false and is contrary to record of the 
management and is denied as false being contrary to the 
record. It is also denied that the workman was paid salary 
on monthly basis or that he rendered continuous service 
as claimed. He only worked intermittently in the year 
1985 to 1987 and in fact has not reported for work even for 
a single day in ‘the year 1987. It is denied that the 
management indulged in any unfair labour practice by not 
regularizing the workman. Management has regularized all 
those eligible workman in terms of award dated 4-3-91. It is 
further stated that 112 writ petitioners were regularized 
subject to Air India Recruitment Procedure in terms of clause 
VI of the Scheme and such regularization was completed 
by 1993 and the workman who were regularized in July, 97 
were a different set of workman, being regularized pursuant 
to order of Hon’ble High Court of Delhi in CWPNo. 2121/ 
95 the workman has no cause of action to raise the present 
dispute. His claim is otherwise totally barred by delay and 
liable to be dismissed. In view of the above the claim is 
sought to be dismissed. 

4 . Written statement was followed by rejoinder 
wherein the controverted facts of the written statement 
were refuted and those of the claim statement were reiterated 
to be correct. 

5. After completion of pleadings the case was fixed 
for evidence and management examined Shri Azeem Akbar 
as MW 1 in support of its case while the workman examined 
himself as WWI in support of his case. 

6 .1 have-heard the workman in person, Shri V. P. Gaur 
A/R for the management and have gone through the record 
meticulously. 

7. The workman in order to be regularized is required 
to complete 240 days as on 31 sl December, 1987 according 
to the above said terms. The workman claims that he has 
worked for 328 days till December, 1987 but the management 
denies that he has worked for 328 days but claims that he 
has worked only for 222 days during the entire span of 
service in Air India as on 31-12-87 and has not worked for 
240 days as required during the said period. The 
management has also filed the extract of his attendance 
from his attendance register which shows that during the 
year 1985 the workman has worked for 57 days and that 
during the year 1986 he has worked for 165 days. Thus 
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according to management he has worked only for 222 days 
during the entire period and not worked for 240 days in any 
year. Workman has failed to prove that he has worked for 
240 days during the entire period of service and thus in my 
view he is not entitled to be regularized in view of the 
scheme dated 10-5-90 as mentioned vide award dated 
4-3-91. The workman is not entitled to any relief of 
regularization. Award is accordingly passed. Pile be 
consigned to record room. 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 

Dated 18-10-07 

I '4W, 2007 

efiT.3JT. 3376. — 3^7^ arfMfw*. 1947 ( 1947 

^4 14) ^ vm 17 ^ msm k, wwa *?r, m 

fk k k fTTDrkl' 3k -«*ifa?nT k 
grtem/sro k ( ik'd wn 

73/2005) k) y^lfvid TRk k kkfa FR4tR kt 31 10 -2007 
k) W?l 1T3TT «ni 

[V. ^k-20012/8/2005-3Tk 3TR(kt-|) ] 
cTcTT ^OFf, -gT3F STfkkt 
New Delhi, the I st November. 2007 
S.O. 3376 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 73/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-ll now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. L-20012/8/2005-1R (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Offiecr 
ANNEXURE 

BE PORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUN AL(No. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d) of the l. D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 73 of 2005 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of BCCL’s W. W. Zone and their workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workmen : None 

On behlf of the employers : Mr. U. N. Lai t. Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10(1) (d) of the I. D. Act, 1947 has referred 


[Part H -Six\3(ii)] 


the follow mg dusputc to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
ilieii order No. I >20012/8/2005-1. R. (C-l)dated, the 19th 
July. 2005 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of 
M/s Dugda Coal Washery of M/s. BCCL in not 
providing, employment to Jharo Kumar D/o Late 
Sharui Kaifiin is fair and justified? If not to what relief 
is the said jharo Kumari entitled? 

2. (n this case neither the concerned Workman nor 
his representative appeared before this Tribunal. 
Management side, however, made appearance through their 
a ui horised representative. It transpires from the record that 
registered notices and show cause notice were issued 
consecutively to the concerned workman/sponsoring 
union. In terms of Rule lOBofthel. D. Central Rules, 1957 
it is mandatory on the part of the concerned workman/ 
sponsoring uhion to file Statement of claim, list of reliance, 
documents evidence etc. Before the Tribunal within 15 days 
from the date of receipt of the order of reference. The 
concerned workman/sponsoring union not only violated 
the above rules but also even did not consider necessary 
to respond to the notices issued by this Tribunal. Gesture 
of the workman/sponsdting union if is taken into 
consideration will ekpose clearly that they are not interested 
to proceed with the hearing of this case. 

Under such circumstances, this Tribunal finds no 
ground to adjourn the case suo moto for months together. 
Hence, the case is closed and a No dispute* Award is passed 
in this reference presuming non-existence of any Industrial 
dispute between the parties. 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 
Hfkreft, I 2007 

3377. arfafrro, 1947 (1947 

TT! 14) kt 9RT 17 k k-kd JJLfcR Rl kt. kt 

fk k k TR3* fHdMkf 3^ T=rk k #4, 

3TfaOTT/3P? ^4T J 4ErF4 3TfkRk k T4TZ (?f^4 

TOtT 77/2005) kt y4>lf?Id ^Rfit i, kt kkfa kt 
31- 10-2007 kt qil 

[n ^er-20012/42/2005-3^ 3in (#-!)] 
cTcTT 3?fa4kt 

New Delhi, the 1st November, 2007 
S.O. 3377.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 77/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunai-cum-Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-11 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between employers in relation to the 
management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31-10-2007. 

[No. 1 .-20012/42/2005-1R (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS. Desk Officer 
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ann mm 

BW#$TWCENm 

»at 

DHANBAQ 
PRESENT t 

SM Nj^eudfit Kumar, Presiding Officer 
In tiie matter pf an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d)ofthel.p. Act, 1#47. 

Inference No, 77 of 3009 

pARTlE* ? Employers in relation to the management 

of wS* BCCL'S Block 11 Area and their 
i¥Pflmm 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman : None 

On luehalf pf the employers : Mr- P K- Verma, 

Advocate. 

State ; Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal, 

Dated, {JhanM, the 23rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
!iin#?r Section !0(i)(d) of the IP Act, 1947 has referred 
ihe following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No- 1-20012/42/2 005- I.R.(C-l) dated, the 
:>6th July, 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Rashtriya Colliery 
Mazdopr (Congress from the management of BCCL 
Block'll Area that the anomaly in the fixation of 
pay of $/SU, N, K. Jha, A, Rara Ansari and P C. Jha 
Forman I/C w.ef. I "6-96 vis-a-vis their juniors may 
be rectified, is justified ? If so, to what relief are the 
workmen entitled ?” 

2. In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
his representative appeared before this Tribunal. 
Management side, however, made appearance through 
I heir authorised representative. It transpires from the 
record that registered notices and show cause notice 
were issued consecutively to the concerned workman/ 
sponsoring union- In terms of Rule 10B of the i.d. 
Centra! Rules, 1957 it is mandatory on the part of the 
eonterned workmao/spoiworing union to file Statement 
of claim, list of reliance, documents evidence etc. before 
the Tribunal within 15 days from the date of receipt of 
the order of reference. The concerned workman/ 
sponsoring union not only violated the above rules but 
also even did not consider necessary to respond to the 
notices issued by this Tribunal. Gesture of the workman/ 
sponsoring union if is taken into consideration will expose 
clearly that they are not interested to proceed with the 
hearing of this case. 

Under such circumstances, this Tribunal finds no 
ground to adjourn the case suo moto for months together. 
Hence, the case is closed and a ‘No dispute’ Award is 
fussed in this reference presuming non existence of any 
industrial dispute between the parties, 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer. 


fit'll, 1 'PT t aR, 2007 

mam . 3378 —atoms frrarc sifafom, 1947 (1947 
m 14) m 17 ^ m 

% # TtaVtia ^ fmfrsmrf atk asdamcf # #a, 
3tga«r fr' atoms factrc fr wsk atoms 
awt mrar^ M ■% (tM ttw 
99/2005) a>l jw>ifrid * wl I, uwt ah 31 -10-2007 

atl wa § 3 n &ni 

[7f. rp-20012/108/2005-3tri 31R(#-I) ] 
cTcTT 3tfkairfi 

New Delhi, the 1st November, 2007 

S.O. 3378.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes die Award (Ref. No. 99/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Dhanbad-U as shown in the Annexure in industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 31 -10-2007. 

[No. L-20012/108/2005-IR (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA J AWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOV ERNM ENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Nagendrs Kumar, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 99 of 2005 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of M/s. BCCL's W. J. Area and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workman ; None 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. U. N. Lall, Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour and 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10(1) (d) of the I. D. Act, 1947 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No. L-20012/108/2005-I.R. (C-I) dated the 
2nd November, 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of BCCL, 
20/21 Pits Muralidih to dismiss Sri Sona Ram 
Manjhi, Miner/Loader Personal No. 02983435 only 
vide order cfc. 26-6-2004/2-2-2004 is fair and justified ? 
If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 
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. 1 . In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
his representative appeared before this Tribunal. 
Management side, however, made appearance through 
their authorised representative. It transpires from the 
record that registered notices and show cause notice 
were issued consecutively to the concerned workman 
sponsoring union. In terms of Rule 1 OB oi the 1.13. 
Central Rules. 1957 it is mandatory on the part of the 
concerned workman/sponsoring union to tile Statement 
of claim, list of reliance, documents evidence etc. before 
ihc liibunal within 15 days from the date of receipt of 
the oilier of reference. The concerned workman 
sponsoring union not only violated the above rules but 
also even did not consider necessary to respond to the 
no;;c\ . tvsued by this Tribunal. Gesture of the workman 
.sponsoring union if is taken into consideration will expose 
ck-any that they tire not interested to proceed with the 
heart'.a of this case. 

I. nder such circumstances, this Tribunal finds no 
ground to adjourn the case sue moto for months together. 
Hence, the case is closed and a 'No dispute' Award is 
passed m this reference presuming non-existence of any 
industrial dispute between the parties 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Of iiccr 
fa tfafat | WrtJ, 2007 

W.3TT. 3379.—fafaWT, 1447 ( : 947 
44 14) fat kTO 1 7 fa, Afafal npn. “44. 

44. fa dfafal 47 fang ft AM fat fafa W TRTTlfa fa fafa 1 

XPT44 -7 faffai fafaffaF ffaTT fa fa fa 4 Xp'ATT fafatfa'-F 
tipfvpq7 -r/yp4 X4P4TPP4 RW4-11 fa 444 (7-fafa 
%• 2005 s >44 W4fvi7? TTcTf t, fa A fat 4 TTCT47 44 3 ! i 0-200 7 
•471 T 4“et 7 V4 *4! 

[fa. TR'7-20012/254/2005 - dfa ?4TA fat-1,) J 
cTcTT 77R17-!, 3lffawfa 

New Delhi, the 1st November. 2007 

SO. 3.370. -in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Indu tj ;a! Di sputes Act. 1947 {14 of 1947). tjie Central 
(jo\e t aocni lierehy publishes the Award (Ref. No. 96/2005) 
r)t me Centrai Government Industrial Tribunal.'Labour 
C'ou : i Dhanhad II now as shown in the Annexure in the 
m li ail ;d dispute between the employers in relation to die 
mat agement of BCCL and their workman, which was 
reCi ived i>> the Central Government on 51-10-2007. 

[No. 1.-20012 254 2005-1R (C- 1)| 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOV ERN VI ENT 
INDLSTRlALTRIBUNAL(No. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

Sbri Nageiidra Kumar, Presiding Officer 

in tiie matter of an Industrial Dispute under 
keeiton 10( I > (d) ofthe I. D. Act. 1947. 


[Part li —Sfc. 3(ii>) 

Reference No. 96 of 2005 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of M/s. BCCL’s Jealgora Colliery and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf ofthe workmen : None 

On behalf of the employer a : None 

Sole : Jharkhand 

Industry : Coal. 

Dated Dhanhad the 23rd October, 2007 
AWARD 

1 he Government ol India. Ministry'of Labour and 
Employment, in exercise ofthe powers conferred on them 
under Section 10(1) (d) ofthe 1. I). Act. 1947 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
iiwir order No I.-20012 254/2003-1.R. (C-l) dated the 
2nd November. 2005. 

SCHEDULE 

■'Whether the action •ofthe management of BCCL. 
Jealgora Colliery, in withdrawing the practice of 
payment of extra ‘hazroc 1 for 'gutka’ to the 
Trammers is justified 0 If not, to what relief are the 
workman concerned entitled 'V 

2 In this case neither the concerned workman nor 
his representative appeared before this Tribunal. None 
also appeared on oehalfof the management. It transpires 
from the record that registered notices and show cause 
notice were issued to the concerned workman/sponsoring 
union for causing their appearance before this Tribunal, 
it also further reveals from the record that the concerned 
workmen sponsoring union not only failed to comply 
\G 1 I 1 Rule JOB ofthe i f). (Central) Rules, 1957 but also 
even did not consider necessary to respond to the notices 
issued by this Tribunal. Management side also failed to 
appear before this I ribuna! inspite of issuance of notices 
to them t herefore, if gesture of both sides is taken into 
consideration it will expose dearly that they are noi 
interested to proceed with the hearing of'his case. Under 
such circumstances, this Tribunal finds no ground to 
adjourn the case sue moto for months together. Hence, 
the case is dosed and a "No dispute’ Award is passed 
in tn is reference presuming non-existence of any industrial 
dispute between the panics. 

NAG LN DR A KUMAR, Presiding Officer 
■47 fTAT, i 44M7 2007 

WATT. 3380.-3TP#!5f7 dfafWT, 1947 (1947 

qq j 4 ) fat TKI 17 fa *1, fafald TTCT7R fat. fa 

W4T4 fa xfas fafa' far TRsfa Rrtfafa - fa fa, Wjfafa 
fa ffafar farfatfw far^N fa' fafafat trto faWfaiA 
■fa'-dR. 11 : -'TO Ml did'4 3TN ]j fa fadTT (fafa faCA 
25/2001 ) 44 W/fe WTT i, fa Tfafa TR447 fal 31 -10-2007 
■44 VJTFI 

i fa. 5rt ; t 20012/42 0/2000 - 34Tf. 3TR. ( fafT -1) ] 

fa?r 74?n wrra, farr fafawfa 
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New Delhi, the 1 st November, 2007 
S.O.. 3380 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 23/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Dhanbad II now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of IISCO and 
th ;ir workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 31-10-2007. 

[No. L-20012/420/2000-1R (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRlBUNAL(No.2)AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT: 

Shiri Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
(d) of the I. D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 23 of 2001 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management 

of IISCO and their workmen. 

APPEARANCES 

On behalf of the workmen : Mr. B. B. Pandey, 

Advocate 

On behalf of the employers : Mr. D. K. Verma, 

Advocate 

Slate : Jharkhand 

Irdustry : Coal. 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10( 1) (d) of the 1. D. Act., 1947 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their Order No. L-20012/420/2000-1. R. (C-l) dated, the 
2.5th January, 2001. 

SCHEDULE 

‘Whether the demand of the union that the 
workman Sri Ananta Bouri, Mech Fitter Cat. IV of 
Noonoodih Jitpur Colliery of M/s. Indian Iron and 
Steel Co. Ltd may be regularised in Gr. Vl/Gr. “C” 
(Tech.) Is justified? If so, to what relief is the 
workman entitled and from what date?. 

2 . In this case both the parties appeared and filed 
their respective Written Statement, Documents etc. 
Thereafter the case proceeded along its course. 
Subsequently at the stage of evidence a Memorandum of 
Settlement was filed by the parties under their signature. 
The concerned workman involved in the was interrogated 
about the terms of settlement to which he expressed his 
satisfaction. Perused the said Memorandum of settlement 
and heard both sides. 1 find that the terms of settlement 
are fair, proper and in accordingly said Memorandum of 
settlement is accepted and an Award is passed in terms 
thereof which forms part of the Award as Annexure. 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 


ANNEXURE 


Memorandum of settlement arrived between the 
Management of SAIL-ISP, Noonodih-Jitpur 
Colliery and its workman namely Sri Ananta 
Bouri, P. No. 1504, Mech., Fitter. 

Representing Management Representing Workman 


Sri C. M. Chacko 
Manager (Pers.) 

IISCO 

Noondin-Jitpur Colliery 


Sri Anata Bouri 
P. No. 1504 
Mech. Fitter 
N/Jitpur Colliery • 


Short Recital of the Case 


Sri Ananta Bouri, P. No. 1504, Machanical Fitter, Jitpur 
Colliery had raised an Industrial Dispute before the Asstt. 
Labour Commissioner (Central), Dhanbad for his promotion 
from Cat.- IV to Cat.-VI. The conciliation procceeding ended 
in failure as Management was not agreeable to consider 
the demand. Subsequently the Ministry of Labour has 
referred the matter for adjudication to the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal No. 2 Dhanbad and the 
proceeding of the case is going on (Reference No. 23/2001). 
However, the parties have mutually agreed for an out of 
the Court settlement to resolve the issue as per the 
following terms:— 

Terms of Settlement 

1. That, Sri Ananta Bouri, P. No. 1504 will be 
upgraded to S-5- Grade as Mech. Fitter w. e. f. 1 -7-2007 and 
the monetory benefit will accrue from the date of sigining 
the settlement. 


2. That, this settles the dispute in toto.- 

3. That, a copy of the settlement will be submitted 
before the Presiding Officer CG1T No.2, Dhanbad to pass 
the Settlement Award accordingly in Ref. No. 23/2001. 


Signature of Management 

Signature of Workman 

(C.M. Chacko) 

(Ananta Bouri) 

Witness:— 


1. N. L. Prasad, 

I.N.C.M.E.W A. 



2. 


^ 1 2007 
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New Delhi, the 1st November, 2007 

S.O. 3381, —In pursuance of Section !7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the'Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No 81 7003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal'!.ahour 
Court, Dhanbad II now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Mining and Allied Machinery Co. Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 31-10-2007. 

[No. L-20012/22/2003-1R (C- i)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (No. 2) AT 
DHANBAD 
PRESENT 

Shri Nagendra Kumar, Presiding Officer 

the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1 > 
(d) of the I. D. Act., 1947. 

Reference No. 81 of 2003 

PARTIES Employers in relation to the management 
of Mining and Allied Machinery 
Corporation Ltd. Durgapur. 
APPEARANCES 

< mi behalf of the workmen : Mr. S. N. Ghosh, 

Advocate 

On behalf of the employers : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Mining and 

Allied Machinery 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 23rd October, 2007 

AWARD 

The Governmenl of India, Ministry of 1 .about & 
Employment, in exercise of the powers conferred on them 
under Section 10(1) (d) of the I. D. Act., 1947 has referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their order No. L-20012/22/2003- l R. (C-l) dated, the 
19th August. 2003. 

SCHEDULE 

"Kya Messrs. Mining and Allied Machinery 
Corporation Ltd. (M.A.M.C) ke PravanJhan dwara 
Shri Sohan Mahato evem Sue hi Anusar ;mya 8 
casual labour jinka nam company ke muster roll 
mein hai, ko sansthan ke ewaz mein muawza na 
diva jana uchit evam nayya sangat bain 7 yadi 
nahi to karmkar kin lavo ko pans kchakdar 
ham ?“ 

2. In this reference only the workman side appeared 
before this Tribunal and filed Written Statement, 
documents etc. Management side failed to appear inspite 
of issuance of notices. Thereafter the case proceeded 
along its course and subsqucmly the case was li ved for 
exparte evidence of the workman. On that very day the 
Ld Advocate for the workmen appeared and filed certified 
copy of order passed by the official Liquidator, Hon’ble 
! ligh Court Kolkata but the concerned workmen failed to 


appear before the Tribunal although Regd. notice was 
issued to them. 

Under the above facts and circumstances, as the 
concerned workmen or their sponsoring union failed to 
appeal before this Tribunal inspite of issuance of Reg. 
Nonce, a No dispute’ Award is passed in this reference 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute 
between the parties. 

NAGENDRA KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

LIST OF WORKMEN 

1. Tushar Kanti Mishra. 

2. Subal Lohar. 

3. Mohitosh Mishra, 

4 Madan Prasad. 

5 Sohan Mahto. 

6 Baijnath Mahato 

7. Naresh Prasad Pan dev 
8 Shivdaval Mahato 
9. Dhiren Manzi 

T? ft.cell, 2 •PETE 2007 

TT.3JT. 3382, —STTOlfafi 1947 (1947 

UM i 4 ) TTHTTI 17 ^ R, TOTC 

q> WRf? ^ #3, 

Mt'ifpn m ^ift \m ^ (ttt4 

186.99 ) Tt TTdt f, ^#4 MTTTT 29-10-2007 

■7/1 WX Mil 

IT*. ^-20012/203/99-3^. 3TR.(tft-l)] 
cTrfT 

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2007 

S.O. 3382 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 186/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court Dhanbad II as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the management of BCCL and 
their workman, which was received by the employers iq 
relation to the Central Government on 29-10-2007. 

[No L-20012/203/99-IR(C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUS! RIALTRIBUNAL No. L 
DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10( 1) (d) (2A) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 186 of 1999. 

PARTIES Employers in relation to the management 
of 20/21 Pits of Murlidih Colliery of 
M/s. BCCL 
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AND 

Their Workmen. 

Present: 

Shh Satju Prasad, Presiding Officer 
Appearances 

For the Employers : Shri H. Nath, Advocate. 

For the Workman : Shri D. Mukherjee, 

Secretary, Bihar Colliery 
Kamgar Union. 

State: Jharkhand : Industry: Coal. 

Dated, the 10th April, 2006 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/203/99-1R(C-l) dated 
17-11-99 the Central Government in the Ministry 
of Labour has, in exercise of the po wers conferred 
by clause (d) of sub-sec. (1) and sub-sec. (2 A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to 
this Tribunal : 

V $. W ^sff ^ 01 -7-97 ij FfaT f^RT^T 
'4H1, TTO*! 4^1 fw>l^ *¥ niO<s( 

1942 t, ^ wF eft +44.K fcra w 

ifr to t ? 

2. The case of the concerned workman, 
S. S. Chatterjee is that he had been working as permanent 
workman at 20/21 Pits Murlidih colliery since long. His 
(tote of birtli/age and other particulars have been recorded 
in Form ‘B’ Register of the management maintained under 
48 of the Mines Act at the time of entry into service. 
According to him, his date of birth has been recorded as 
that of the year 1942. In CMPF record his date of birth 
has been recorded as 1942 and in the Identity Card 
issued to the concerned workmen the same date of birth 
has been recorded. According to him, he appeared in the 
Matriculation Examination and in the Tabulation Register 
of BSEB also the same date of birth has been recorded. 
Inspite of that the concerned workman has been 
superannuated w.e.f. 1-7-1997 whereas he ought to have 
been allowed to be in employment till 1-7-2002. 

3. The case of the management, on the other hand, 
is that in Form ‘B’ Register of the company the age of 
the concerned workman has been recorded as 37 years 
as in the year 1974, which has been duly accepted by the 
concerned workman after putting his signature. The same 
age has been recorded in other statutory registers also. 
As per the decision taken by the Company that whenever 
age of the workman is mentioned in place of date of birth 
then it would be construed as 1st. July of that year. 
Thus, according to this decision the date of birth of the 
concerned workman is 1-7-1937 and the management has 
rightly superannuated him on completion of 60 years of 
age. 

4. In order to prove the action of the management 
is properly justified they have produced Form ‘B’ Register 
from which it appears that the age of the concerned 


workman has been recorded as 37 year in 1974. This age 
has been recorded both in figure as well in letter. The 
concerned workman was Foreman Incharge and is literate 
one and has put his signature in Form ‘B’ Register in 
token of acceptance of recording of his age. The same 
date of birth has been subsequently recorded in 
Murulidih 20/2! Pits Colliery and in this register also 
the concerned workman has put his signature. These 
are Exts. M-l and M-2. In Ext. M-3 which is computarised 
Form ‘B’ Register the same age has been recorded. The 
management has given him a notice Ext. M-4 mentioning 
that he is going to superannuate w.e.f. 1-7-1997. Besides 
that a service excerpt Ext. M-5 was served upon the 
concerned workman in that also there is mention of the 
same age. Thus, it is apparent that the plea of the 
concerned workman that his date of birth has been 
recorded that of 1942 in the statutory Form ‘B’ is nothing 
but baseless and false. 

5. The concerned workman has filed an Identity 
Card in order to prove that his year of birth has been 
recorded as ‘1942’ but this Identity Card appears to be 
soiled for giving a look of being old and in some places 
there is look of fresh also. It appears that in the Identity 
Card the year of birth has been manipulated. Besides that 
the concerned workman has fifed some form to refer 
entitled patients to Centra! Hospital in which his 
approximate age has been mentioned, but those forms 
are not statutory form and in the matter of fact Form ‘B’ 
register is statutory register and the age of the concerned 
workman has been recorded which has been accepted by 
the concerned workman by putting his signature. Besides 
that he has filed a horoscope which is of no help to him 
in view of the recording of his age in Form ‘B’ Register. 
Further it appears that this dispute has been referred to 
on 17-11-99 i.e. after more than two years of his 
superannuation. Therefore, I find that this reference has 
been made after much delay and it is settled principle of 
law that objection regarding recording of date of birth 
must be taken at an earliest and any dispute raised at fag 
end of service for correction of age/date of birth cannot 
be entertained. Moreover, when there is recording of age 
in statutory Form ‘B’ Register which has been accepted 
by the concerned workman by putting his signature he 
cannot be allowed to dispute it after his retirement or at 
the fag end of retirement. Moreover, the concerned 
workman has claimed that he appeared in Matriculation 
Examination but he has not filed any Admit Card to 
prove his date of birth nor he has brought on record 
School Admission Register. Therefore, I find that the 
concerned workman has been rightly superannuated on 
attaining the age of 60 years by the management w.e.f. 
1-7-1971 and the claim of the concerned workman is not 
at all justified. 

6 . In the result, 1 render following award- 

The action of the management of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd., 
Western Jharia Area in superannuating S. S. Chatterjee 
w.e.f. 1-7-1997 is justified and he is not entitled to any 
relief. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 


95?:. THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: NOVEMBER 24,2007/AG RAH AY ANA 3 , 1929 [Part 11- - Six. 3(ii)] 
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[7T. T^-l 1012/43/2005-3^ 3TE(Tft-l) ] 
7% oTcTT ■5ram, -fer 33feEt 
New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 
S.O. 3383. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 33/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
New Delhi-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Combata Aviation Private Limited, and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2-11-2007. 

[No. L-11012/43/2005-1R (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHR1 SANT SINGH BAL PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURTNO. ITR1KUT-I 
NEW DELHI-110066 
I.D. No. 33/2005 
In the matter of dispute between : 

3WT, 

^tTRTZl qjfelH ^rfsnft ^ipTCR, 

■513RM. 407, "Ef El?, 

^ 110045 TfeEt 

®FTPT 

Timiri Efe 
tiw TiffeH nr. %, 

331^ Ef 33T^ 

zffe-II, 
feT 
o?TR3-'n, 

^fen-110037 Efe* 

Appearances: 

Workmen namely S/Shri Dinesh Singh Negi 
President, Anand Singh Bisht General Secretary, Chander 
Parkash Treasurer, Shiv Kumar Vice President, Combata 
Aviation Karamchari Union with Shri Deepak Sinha on 
behalf of the applieant/Combata Aviation Workers 
Association. Shri A.K. Srivastava A/R for the management. 


AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
vide its Order No. L-i 1012/43/2005-1. R.(C-i) dated 6-12-05 
has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

"Whether the demands of the Combata Aviation 

Karamchari Union from the management of Combata 

Aviation Pvt. Ltd. that: 

(i) The workmen may be provided medical facility 
for self and family at par with other Airlines; and 

(ii) The staff may be provided canteen facility; are 
justi fled? If so, to what rel iefarc the workmen entitled?' ’ 

2. After receipt of reference and on completion of 
pleadings by both the parties claimant and management, 
an application claiming interim relief was filed by the 
workmen. Case was fixed for disposal of the said application 
when both the parties today on 23-10-07 claimant and A/R 
for the management appeared and filed an application for 
passing an award stating therein that the matter in dispute 
has been settled between them amicably vide settlement 
EX.A-i arrived at between the parties and same be recorded. 
So their statement was recorded. Shri D.S.Negi President 
of the Karamehari Union for the claimant made statement 
that a settlement has been arrived at between the parties 
amicably vide settlement Ex.A-1. similarly Shri Deepak Sinha 
A/R for the workmen association made statement that the 
matter has been settled and No Dispute Award be passed 
in view of their statement A No Dispute is passed in terms 
of settlement EX.A-1. File be consigned to record room. 

Dated 23-10-07 

SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 

ANNEXURE-1 

MEMORANDUM OF SETrLEMENT 

Between the Management of Cambata Aviation 
Private Limited, New Delhi represented by below 
mentioned/signed. 

AND 

The Cambata Aviation Karamchari Union (Regd), 
New Delhi, hereinafter called the ‘'Union” represented by 
the below mentioned/signed, office bearers of the Union. 

Whereas, through the Settlement entered on 1st April, 
2003 and valid upto 3 1 st March. 2006 certain benefits were 
agreed to be granted to the Blue Collar Staff(i.e. Technician/ 
Mechanic/Electrician/Operator. Driver, Driver cum-Utility 
Hand. Helper Assistant, Utility Hand-cum-Sweeper/ 
Watchman, Utility Hand and Utility Hand-cum Office Boy) 
and since then there has been no labour unrest/agitation 
whatsoever of any kind relating to their wage revision. 

And whereas after the expiry of earlier Settlement 
effective 1st April, 2003. and valid upto 31st March, 2006, 
the Union has approached the Management to review the 
existing monetary benefits of Blue Collar Stafft. The 
Management in wider interest of the Company and whilst 
taking into consideration the financial constraints, has 
considered the Union’s request to review the existing pay 
structure of Blue Collar Staff. 
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Accordingly, various issues were discussed at length 
in the meeting held with the Union’s representatives on 
13th September, 2007, and the parties mentioned herein 
have agreed to the following benefits for the Blue Collar 
staff. The increase will be applicable with effect from 
1st April, 2006 to staff who had been confirmed as on 
1 st April, 2006. 

(1) For redeeming and improving the financial 
earnings of Blue Collar staff, there shall be no 
change in their categorization based on their 
length of service which is in practice, as on date, 
i.e.: 

(a) 1 - 5 years of service 

(b) 6-12 years of service 

(c) 13-20 years of service above 

(d) 20 years of service 

(2) There shall be increase in the Basic Salary and 
Allowances of the Blue Collar stall' according to 
the length of the service mentioned above. The 
categorywise increase in the Basic salary and 
House Rent Allowance shall be given as per 
detailed in “Annexure A” (Page #4) to this 
settlement. 

(3) There shall be an increase in Leave Travel 
Assistance, Attendance Allowance, Meal 
Allowance, Tea/Coffee Allowance, Night Shift 
Allowance, Cleaning Allowance, Annual 
Attendance Bonus (Incentive) and Overtime 
Ceiling, as detailed in “Annexure B” (Page # 5) 

• to this settlement. 

(4) The existing practice of giving Shoe Allowance 
to Blue Collar staff shall be discontinued with 
effect from April, 2008 and instead, the 
Management shall provide them Safety Shoes 
as per the mandatory requirement of various 
airlines as also in the interest of their overall 
safety. 

(5) Further, the Management agrees to give financial 
as sistance upto a maximum of Rs. 1500 per year 
to Blue Collar staff towards Mediclaim Policy 
effective 1st April, 2007, subject to verification 
of the policy in the staff’s name and upon 
submission of a true and correct copy of the 
policy to the Personnel Depth of the Company 
for record and reimbursement of the amount to 
the concerned employee. 

(6) Categorywise increase of Annual Increment shall 
remain unchanged. 

(7) Salaries etc. for all the Blue Collar staff will be 
deposited into their individual bank account at 
die Axis Bank Branch located at WZ-24 A, Palam 
Colony, New Delhi - 110045 by the 7th day of 
every month. 

A 


(8) Overtime shall be payable at 1% of the basic 
salary (including D A+VD A) or to a maximum of 
Rs. 90 per hour, whichever is applicable. 

(9) It is agreed that there shall be no change of 
service rules/service conditions that have 
already been in practice or amended earlier to 
this Settlement except those as may become 
applicable on certification of the draft Standing 
Orders filed by the Management before the 
competent authority under the provisions of the 
Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 
1946 and the Rules framed thereunder. 

(10) In consideration whereof, the Union assures the 
Management and undertakes that henceforth 
the Blue Collar staff shall not jointly and/or 
severally claim any other benefit or raise any 
dispute relating to their service conditions 
whatsoever and shall also not raise any fresh 
demands having financial implications during 
the currency of this Settlement. The Union 
further agrees and assures that the above 
Settlement shall be applicable to Blue Collar staff 
and/or any individual Blue Collar staff who is 
presently in the employment of the Management 
as on the date of execution of this Settlement 
and also to any individual who may join 
hereinafter and further any outsider or any 
agency/body will not be allowed by the Blue 
Collar staff to claim the right to represent them 
and/or the right to challenge, seek, modify or 
amend any provision of this Settlement. 

(11) The Union further agrees that this Settlement 
will be in full and final Settlement of the Industrial 
Disputes raised by them pertaining to (1) Charter 
of Demands and (2) provision of staff canteen 
and medical facilities to the staff which are, at 
present, sub-judice for adjudication before 
Mr. S.S. Bal, Presiding Officer, Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal and Labour 
Court located at Trikut Bhawan, III Floor, Bhikaji 
Cama Place, RK. Puram, New Delhli-110022 vide 
I.D. No. 22/2006 andl.D. No. 33/2005. 

(12) The Union also agrees and undertakes that they 
shall file a copy of this Settlement in the above- 
mentioned Court requesting the Presiding 
Officer to pass in view of this settlement a ‘ ’No 
Dispute Award” in the above-mentioned cases. 

(13) This settlement shall be subject to approval and 
passing of no dispute award, by the Hon’ble 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal and 
Labour Court, New Delhi, as mentioned above 
and shall be valid and applicable for a period of 
3 (three) years w.e.f. April 1,2006 to March 31, 
2009. It is further agreed that no revision in this 
three years’ Settlement will be made due to 
increase of business. 
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ANNEX! RE “A" 

CATEGOKYWISE INCREASE OF BASIC SALARY AND HOUSE RENT ALLOWANCE 


BLUE COLLAR S TAFF i.e.Technician/Medianic/Eiectrician/Operator, Driver. Driver cum Utility Hand, Helper Assistant, 
Utility Hand cum Sweeper/Watchman, Utility Hand, Utility Hand cum Office Boy 
LENGTH OF SERVICE 


1-5 YRS 6 - 12 YRS 13 -20 YRS Above 20 YRS 


Apr-2006 Apr-2007 Apr-2008 Apr-2006 Apr-2007 Apr-2008 Apr-2006 1/4/2007 Apr-2008 Apr-2006 
Mar-2007 Mar-2008 Mar-2009 Mar-2007 Mar-2008 Mar-2009Mar-2007Mar-2008Mar-2009 Mar-2007 

Apr-2007 

Mar-2008 

Apr-2008 

Mar-2009 

Basic 

HRA 

-1020 +200 +200 r 1080 +210 +210 --1 140 +220 +220 +1200 

+680 +140 +140 +720 +140 +140 +760 +150 +150 +800 

+230 

+ 160 

-230 

+ 160 


w 

e. f. 1st April, 2006 


ANNKXURE 'IV* 

ANNUAL INCREASES PAYABLE 


BLUE COLLAR S TAFF 



Existing 

GR IEGR 1 

Others 

Increase 

Total 

GR ll/GR I 

Others 

Mea! Allowance (Per Month) 

350/- 

635/- 

+ 125/- 

475/- 

760/- 

T ca'ColTee Allowance (Per Month) 

200/- 

200/- 

+50/- 

250/- 

250/- 

Attendance Allowance(incentive)(Per 

Month) 350/- 

500/- 

+ 50/- 

4 00/- 

550/- 

Night Shift Allowance (Per Night) 

10/- 

10/- 

+5/- 

15/- 

15/- 

Overtime Ceiling {Per Hour) 

80/- 

80/- 

-id/- 

90/- 

90/- 

(/leaning Allowance (Per Day) 

20/- 

20/- 

+5/- 

25/- ' 

25/- 

Leave Travel Assistance (Per Year) 

2500/- 

2500/- 

+500/- 

3000/- 

3(100.'- 

Annua! Attendance Bonus (Incentive) 

2000/- 

2000/- 

-1000/- 

3000/- 

3000/- 


vv.e.f. April 1 , 2006 


Note Attendance Allowance is an incentive which is admissible upon continuous presence and timely reporting on duty allocated besides 
the existing praetiec/condition. 

This Memorandum of Settlement is made and signed on this 4th day October 2007. 


For and on beltalf of the For and on behalf of the 

Cambata Aviation Kamichari Union (Regd.) Management 


a 


4 


3. 

4. 


6 . 


8 . . X- ■ 

9 . 0 . . 

10 . Hi¬ 
ll. M 

12 

13 


12 
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New Delhi, the 5th November, 2007 
S.O. 3384.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 22/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labout Court New Delhi -I now as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Combata Aviation Private Limited, 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 2-11-2007. 

[No. L-l 1012/3/2004-IR (CM-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SANT SINGH BAL PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL No. I, NEW DELHI 
I.D. No. 22/2006 
In the matter of dispute between : 

The General Secretary, 

Comb ata Aviation Karamchari Union, 

H.No.407, Main Road, 

Baghdola Village, 

New Delhi -110045. Workman 

Versus 

The Director, 

Combata Aviation Pvt. Ltd., 

1GI Airport Terminal - II, 

Line Maintenance Block - A, 

New Delhi -110037. Management 

APPEARANCES 

Workmen namely S/Shri Dinesh Singh 
Negi President, Anand Singh Bisht, 

General Secretary, 

Chander Parkash Treasurer, 

Shiv Kumar Vice President, 

Combata Aviation Karamchari Union with 
Shri Deepak Sinha on behalf of the applicant/ 

Combata Aviation Workers Association. 

Shri A.K.Srivastava A/R for the management. 

AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
. k>c its Order No. L-l I012/3/2004-l.R.(CM-l) dated 20-6-06 


has referred the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication: 

“Whether the demands of the Combata Aviation 
Karamchari Union, relating to increase in pay-scale, 
Dearness Allowances, House rent Allowances, City 
Compensatory Allowances, Medical Facilities, Leave 
Travel Concession, Education Allowance, Canteen 
Facilities & P. L. I. benefits at par with the employees 
of the Air India and to increase in night allowasnces 
and cleaning allowances from Rs. 10 to Rs. 50 per 
night/day to provide rest room and lockers in the 
premises, to introduce ad hoc increment to 20% per 
worker and to pay special increment to senior workers 
are just, lair and legal? If yes, to what relilef are the 
, workman entitled and from what date?” 

2. After receipt of reference on completion of 
pleadings by both the parties claimant and management an 
application claiming interim relief was filed by the workmen. 
Case was fixed for disposal of the said application. Both 
the parties today on 23-10-07 claimant and A/R for the 
management appeared and filed an application stating 
therein that the matter has been settled between them 
amicably vide settlement Ex. A-l. The same be recorded and 
no dispute award be passed. Shri D.S.Negi President of the 
Karamchari Union for the claimant made statement that 
the matter has been settled amicably vide settlement Ex.A- 
l. and similarly Shri Deepak Sinha A/R for the workmen 
association made statement that the matter has been settled 
and No Dispute Award be passed. In view of their 
statement A No Dispute Award -has been passed in terms 
of settlement Ex. A-l. File be consigned to record room. 
Dated 23-10-2007 SANT SINGH BAL, Presiding Officer 
ANNEXURE 

MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 

Between the Management of Cambata Aviation 
Private Limited, New Delhi represented by below mentioned 
signed. 

AND 

The Cambata Aviation Karamchari Union (Regd.), 
New Delhi, hereinafter called the “Union” represented by 
the below mentioned/signed, office bearers of the Union. 

Whereas, through the Settlement entered on 1st 
April, 2003 and valid upto 31 st March, 2006 certain benefits 
were agreed to be granted to the Blue Collar staff (i.e. 
Technician/Mechanic/Electrician/Operator, Driver, Driver 
cum Utility Hand, Helper Assistant, Utility Hand cum 
Sweeper/Watchman, Utility Hand and Utility Hand cuin 
Office Boy) and since then there has been no labour unrest 
agitation whatsoever of any kind relating to their wage 
revision. 

And whereas after the expiry of earlier Settlement 
effective 1 st April, 2003, and valid upto 31 st March 2006. 
the Union has approached the Management to review the 
existing monetary benefits of Blue Collar stafft. The 
Management in wider interest of the Company and whilst 
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taking into consideration the financial constraints, has 
considered the Union’s request to review the existing pay 
structure of Blue Collar staff. 

Accordingly, various issues were discussed at length 
in the meeting held with the Union’s representatives on 
13th September 2007, and the parties mentioned herein have 
agreed to the following benefits for the Blue Collar staff. 
The increase will be applicable with effect from 1st April, 
2006 to staff who had been confirmed as on I st April, 2006. 

(1) For redeeming and improving the financial 
earmngs of Blue Collar staff, there shall be no 
change in their categorization based on their 
length of service which is in practice, as on date, 
i.e.: 

(a) 1-5 years of service 

(b) 6-12 years of service 

(c) 13 - 20 years of service 

(d) Above 20 years of service 

(2) There shall be increase in the Basic Salary and 
Allowances of the Blue Collar staff according to 
the length of the service mentioned above. The 
categorywise increase in the Basic salary and 
House Rent Allowance shall be given as per 
detailed in “Annexure A” (Page #4) to this 
settlement. 

(3) There shall be an increase in Leave Travel 
Assistance, Attendance Allowance, Meal 
Allowance, Tea/Coffee Allowance, Night Shift 
Allowance, Cleaning Allowance, Annual 
Attendance Bonus (Incentive) and Overtime 
Ceiling, as detailed in “Annexure B” (Page # 5) 
to this settlement. 

(4) The existing practice of giving Shoe Allowance 
to Blue Collar staff shall be discontinued with 
effect from April, 2008 and instead, the 
Management shall provide them Safety Shoes 
as per the mandatory requirement of various 
airlines as also in the interest of their overall 
safety. 

(5) Further, the Management agrees to give financial 
assistance upto a maximum of Rs. 1500/- per year 
to Blue Collar staff towards Mediclaim Policy 
effective 1st April 2007, subject to verification 
of the policy in the staff's name and upon 
submission of a true and correct copy of the 
policy to the Personnel Dept, of the Company 
for record and reimbursement of the amount to 
the concerned employee. 

(6) Categorywise increase of Annual Increment sifcal I 
remain unchanged. 

(7) Salaries etc. for all the Blue Collar staffwill be 

deposited into their individual bank account at 
die Axis Bank Branch located at WZ-24 A, Palam 
Colony, New Delhi - 110045 by the 7thtday.of 
every month. k ; - 
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(8) Overtime shall be payable at 1% of the basic 
salary (including DA+VDA) or to a maximum of 
Rs, 90/- per hour, whichever is applicable. 

(9) It is agreed that there shall be no change of 
service fules/serviee conditions that have 
already been in practice or amended earliei to 
this Settlement excepi those as may become 
applicable on certification of the draft Standing 
Orders filed by the Management before the 
competent authority under the. provisions of 
the Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) 
Act, 1946 and the Rules framed thereunder. 

(10) In consideration whereof, the Union assures the 
Management and undertakes that henceforth 
the Blue Collar staff shall not jointly and/or 
severally claim any other benefit or raise any 
dispute relating to their service conditions 
whatsoever and shall also not raise any fresh 
demands having financial implications during 
the currency of this Settlement. The Union 
further agrees and assures that the above 
Sett lement sha 11 be applicable to B lue Co liar staff 
and/or any individual Blue Collar staff who is 
presently in the employment of the Management 
as on the date of execution of this Settlement 
and also to any individual who may join 
hereinafter and further any outsider or any 
agency/body will not be allowed by the Blue 
Collar staff to claim the right to represent them 
and/or the right to challenge, seek, modify or 
amend any provision of this Settlement. 

(11) The Union further agrees that this Settlement 
will be in full and final Settlement of the Industrial 
Disputes raised by them pertaining to (1) Charter 
of Demands and (2) provision of staff canteen 
and medical facilities to the staff which are, at 
present, sub-judice for adjudication before 
Mr. S. S. Bal, ..Presiding Officer, Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal and Labour 
Court located at Trikut Bhawan, lllrd Floor, 
BhikajiCama Place, R.K. Puram, New Delhi 110022 
vide I D. No. 22/2006 and I.D. No. 33/2005. 

(12) The Union also agrees and undertakes that they 
shall file a copy of ibis Settlement in the above- 
mentioned Court requesting the Presiding 
Officer to pass in view of this settlement a ‘ 'No 
Dispute Award” in the above-mentioned cases. 

(13) This settlement shall be subject to approval and 
passing of no dispute award, by the Hon’ble 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal and 
Labour Court, New Delhi, as mentioned above 
and shall be valid and applicable for a period of 
3 (three) years w.e.f. April 1,2006 to March 3 I, 
2009. It is further agreed that no revision in this 
three years’ Settlement will be made due to 
increase of business. 
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ANNEXURE“A" 

(:ategorywise increase of basic SALARY AND hquse rent allowance 


BLUE COLLAR STAFF le.Tcchnician/Mechanic/Electrician/Opcrator, Driver, Driver cum Utility Hand, Helper Assistant, 
Utility Hand cum Sweeper/Watehman, Utility Hand, Utility Hand Cum Office Boy 
LENGTH OF SERVICE 



1-5 YRS 6-12YKS 

13-20 YRS 

Above 20 YRS 



Apr-2006 Apr-2007 Apr-J008 Apr-2006 Apr-2007 Apr-2008 Apr-2006 1 /4/20Q? Apr-2008 Apr-2006 
Mar-2007Mar-2008Mar-2009Mar-2007Mar-2008Mar-2009Mar*2007Mar-2008Mar-2009Mar-2007 

Apr-2007 

Mar-2008 

Apr-2008 

Mar-2009 

m 


+1080 +210 +210 +1140 +220 

+720. +140 +140 +760 +150 



+230 

+ 160 

w. e. f. Is) April, 2006 

BLUE COLLAR STAFF 

ANNEXURE “B’* 

ANNUAL INCREASES PAYABLE 






Existing 

GRII/GR I 

Others 

Increase 

Total 

GR Il/GR I Others 

Meal Allowance (Per Month) 

350/- 

635/- 

+ 125/- 

475/.- 

760/- 

Tea/Coffet: Allowance (Per Month) 

200/- 

200/- 

+50/- 

250/- 

250/- 

Attendance Allowance (incentive)(Per Month) 350/- 

500/- 

+50/- 

400/- 

550/- 

Night Shift Allowance (Per Night) 

10/- 

10/- 

+5/- 

15/- 

15/- 

Overtime Ceiling (Per Hour) 

80/- 

80/- 

+ 10/- 

90/- 

90/- 

Cleaning Allowance (Per Day) 

20/- 

20/- 

+5/- 

25/- 

25/- 

Leave Travel Assistance (Per Year) 

2500/- 

2500/- 

+500/- 

3000/- 

3000/- 

Annual Attendance Bonus (incentive) 

2000/- 

2000/- 

+1000/- 

3000/- 

3000/- 

w.e.f. April !, 2006 


Mote :— Attendance Allowance is an incenlive which is admissible upon continous presence and timely reporting on duty allocated besides 
the existing practice/condition. 

This Memorandum of Settlement is made and signed on this 4th day I October 2007. 


Far and on bcltalf of the For and on behalf of the 

Camlbata Aviation Karrachari Union (Regd.) Management 


1 
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New Delhi, the 6th November. 2007 

S.O. 3385.-- hi pursuance oi' Section 17 oE the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 {14 ol 1917). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award {Ref. No. I.D.43 
2007) of the Central (mcomment Industrial j rthunalLabour 
Court Chennai now as shown in the Anne.xurc in the 
nuitistriai dispute between the employers in relution to the 
management of Sankar Chemical I dine, i iruneiveli and their 
workman, whi T. was received b\ the Central Govermnent 
on CM > -2( 5 G 


No. I.-2901 1 •6-::007-IR(M)| 
N S. BORA. Desk Officer 


ANNEXERE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
IMH SERIAL TRIIRINAL-CUM LABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday. the 29th August. 2007 

PRESENT: 

K. JAVA RAM AN, Presiding Ol’ficer 
INDUSTRIAL DESPITE No. 43'2007 


| In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947 j, 
between the Management of Sankar Chemical l ime. 
Tirunelveli and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 


The General Secretary 
Cement & Quarry Workers Union 
173 1 .Madurai Road, 

Sank r Nagar Post-627357 

Vs. 

S he Partner : 

Sank.tr f 'netmeal Lime 
firm eKeii 

APPEARANCE: 

None 


For me Petitioner 
For the Management 


1 Party/ 

Petitioner 

Union 


II Party 
Respondent 


Sri S. Javaraman. Advocate 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-29011/6/2007 [IR(M)] dated 16-7-2007 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

‘'Whether the allegations of Cement & Quarry 
Workers Union on the transfer of Mines Workmen 
to factory against the provisions of Standing Orders 
of Sankar Chemical Lime is legal and justified. If not, 
to what relief is the workman is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 43/2007 and issued notices to both 
sides. Both sides entered through their representative and 
advocates respectively. 

3. On behalf of the petitioner union, the Secretary'of 
the petitioner union Hied a memo stating the issue involved 
in this matter is whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management m passing orders against the provisions of 
standing orders by transferring the mines workmen to the 
factory is justified or not? After raising the dispute, the 
concerned workmen have gone out of the service and 
iherefore there is no necessity to proceed with the dispute 
an i as such the petitioner union- prays that this dispute 
may be disposed off on the ground as withdrawn. The 
learned counsel for the Respondent/Management has also 
stated that since the petitioner union has stated that the 
matter may be disposed of as withdrawn, there is no 
necessity to proceed with the trial. 

4. Under such circumstances, the point of 
determination is : 

(i) To what relief the workmen concerned are 
entitled to ? 

5. l'his dispute was raised by the petitioner union on 
the ground the Respondenl/Management has transferred 
some of the mines workmen to the factory against the 
provisions of the standing orders and therefore, it is not 
legal and justified. But subsequently, the petitioner union 
filed a memo stating that the workmen have gone out of the 
service and therefore there is no necessity to proceed with 
the enquiry in the circumstances and petitioner union also 
prays that the matter may be disposed as not pressed. The 
Respondent Management a iso has ’not objected the same 
and therefore, I find this dispute is to be dismissed as the 
petitioner union has no interest to proceed with the enquiry'. 
Therefore, this dispute is dismissed as withdrawn and 
without any cost. 

6 . Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to (he P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 29th August, 2007) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined:— 

For the 1 Party/Petitioner : None 

For the II Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked:— 

From the Petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Nil 

From the M anagement side: 

Ex. No. ' Date Description 

Nil 

fccrrfl, 6 2007 
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[R tp-11012/2/2007-3*^ 37R(TRT.) ] 
PR. ^iki, 

New Delhi, the 6th November, 2007 . 

S.O. 3386.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D. 41/ 
2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India, Salem and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 6-11*2007. 

[No. L-l 1012/2/2007-1R (M)] 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 19th Sept., 2007 
PRESENT: 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DESPUTE No. 41/2007 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14ofl947), 
between the Management of Airport Authority of India 
and their workman] 

BETWEEN 

Sri S. A. Palanisamy : I Party/ 

S/o Sr; Ammasi Gounder Petitioner 

Pudukadai, Chakarai Chettipatti P.O. 

Omalur Taluk, 

Salem 


Vs. 

The Airport Officer, : II Party/ 

Airport Authority of India Ltd., Respondent 

Salem Airport, Kamaiapuram Post, 

Omalur Taluk, 

Salem Distt. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Petitioner : Sri P. K. Parameswaran 

For the Management : None 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-11012/2/2007/IR(M) dated 9-7-2007 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“ Whether the action of the management of Airport 

Authority of India in not regularizing the services of 

Sri S. A. Palanisamy is legal and justified. If not, to 

what relief is the workman entitled for?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this Tribunal 
has numbered it as ID 41/2007 and issued notices to both 
sides. After that the petitioner entered through his 
Advocate and filed claim statement and on the other hand, 
the Respondent has not appeared either personally or 
through their representative even after two notices and he 
was set exparte. 

3. The allegation in the claim statement/memo of 
objection are briefly as follows: 

The petitioner was appointed as watch and ward by 
one, New Everest Security Services in the year 1994 and 
the work was allotted by the Respondent/Management. 
But the petitioner signed in the attendance register 
maintained by the Respondent and also getting the salary 
from the Respondent/Management. The petitioner and 9 
others thus employed by the contractor were under the 
impression that the contract would be renewed every year 
but to their surprise the contract of the contractor which 
was expired in the year 1998 was not renewed. The 
petitioners fearing of their termination have filed a Writ 
Petition before the Hon’ble High Court which was numbered 
as WP No. 2719, 3407 of 1998 and in that Hon’ble High 
Court directed the Respondent that they should provide 
work to the petitioner and other 9 persons and also further 
directed that they should be regularized in the services. 
After that the Respondent/Monagement has called the 
petitioner and other workers and report for duty on contract 
basis by its Order No. AAI/NAD/SM/EB. 15/331 dated 
21/22-9-1998. The work allotted to the petitioner and others 
is not only watch and ward but also the preliminary nature 
of work and the work is perennial in nature which is very 
essential and without which at the Airport Operation of 
landing and, taking of flights cannot be possible. While 
so, on 18-3-2005, the petitioner was not permitted to enter 
into the Airport and not even permitted to meet the Airport 
Officer. The petitioner was not given any notice by oral or 
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written before such termination of his services and the 
Respondent has also employed certain other workers for 
doing the same work in the Airport. This action of the 
Respondent is illegal, nonest in law. They have also issued 
a letter to the petitioner to vacate the quarters immediately. 
The petitioner learnt that the Respondent/Management 
had preferred an appeal against the orders of the Writ 
Petition and it had obtained an order in their favour by 
concealing the real facts. Now the action of the Respondent 
in terminating the services of the petitioner is illegal and 
against the mandatory' provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act. Therefore, the petitioner prays this Tribunal to reinstate 
him in service with back-wages from the date of termination 
viz. 18.03.2005 and to regularize the services of the petitioner 
in the Respondent/Management and also for consequential 
benefits. 

4. As already pointed out, the Respondent has not 
appeared before this Tribunal even after 2 notices, 
therefore, the Respondent was set ex-parte and an award is 
passed by this Tribunal with the memo of objection tiled 
by the petitioner. 

Points for determination are ■. 

(i) Whether the action of the management of 
Airport Authority of India in not regularizing 
the service of Sri S.A. Palanisainy is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief is the workman entitled to? 

Point No. 1 

5. The petitioner alleged that he was appointed as 
watch and ward by New Security Services, a contractor 
under the Respondent/Management during the year 1994 
and he further alleged that he and 9 others were appointed 
as such in the first Respondent/Management though he 
entered into contract with the said contractor, it is only the 
Respondent has paid the salary and the Respondent 
Officers, have given instructions to do the work. During 
the year 1998, when the petitioner came to know that the 
contract was not extended to the New Everest Security 
Services, and fearing of termination he and other 9 workers 
have filed a Writ Petition before the Hon'ble High Court in 
WP No. 2719, 3407 of 1998 for regularizing their services in 
the Respondent/Management. In that W'P, the Hon’ble 
High Court has directed the Respondent/Management to 
absorb the petitioner and 9 others in the employment of 
the Respondent/Management and in view of the order 
passed by the Hon’ble High Court, the Respondent/ 
Management called the petitioner and other workers to 
report for duty vide its Order No. Airport Authority of 
lndi*/NAD/SM/EB. 15/32 dated 21/22-9-1998. It is his 
further contention that he and other workers joined the 
duty and they have worked as per the instructions of the 
Officers of the Respondent/Management but they have 
not been confirmed by the Respondent/Management. It . 
is his contention that even though he was appointed as 
watcJi and ward, the work done by the. petitioner and others 
are perennial in nature and they are very' essential and 
without of which, the Airport Operation of landing and 
taking of flights would not be possible. It is his further 


contention that while so on 18-3-2005, the Respondent/ 
Management without any notice or notice of termination, 
has not permitted the petitioner and others to enter into 
the premises. Thus the Respondent/Management has 
terminated the services of the petitioner and others. The 
action of the Respondent/Management in terminating the 
services of the petitioner and others is illegal and void 
abinitio. The Respondent/Management has not followed 
the mandatory' provisions of the Section 25(F) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Hence they have raised a dispute 
before the labour authorities and on its failure of 
conciliation, the matter was referred to this Tribunal. 

6 . The learned counsel of the petitioner contended the 
action of the Respondent/Management for terminating the 
services of the petitioner is illegal and against the provisions 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. Even before this Tribunal, the 
Respondent has not appeared before this Tribunal to deny 
the allegations of the petitioner and as such an award is to be 
passed against the Respondent/Management. 1 find much 
force in the contentions of the learned counsel of the petitioner. 
Further, the petitioner has filed a copy of the order dated 
21/22-9-98 issued by the Respondent/Management asking 
the petitioner to report for duty. He has also filed the copy of 
the order of the Writ Petition Nos. 2719 and 3407 to 3413 of 
1998 dated 19-6-1998 wherein the petitioner and others have 
filed a Writ Petition against the Respondent/Management. 
Since the Respondent has not appeared before this Court and 
not filed any objection against the allegations of the petitioner 
and remained ex-parte. I find the contention of the petitioner is 
to be believed. As such I find this point in favour of the 
petitioner. 

Point No. 2 


in view of my foregoing findings, 1 find the petitioner 
is entitled to reinstatement in, service. Further the 
Respondent is directed to regularize the petitioner in the 
service of the Respondent/Management. The petitioner is 
also entitled to consequential benefits. 

8 . Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 19th September, 2007) 


K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the I Party/Petitioner : None 

For the II Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked:— 

From the Petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Nil 


From the Management side: 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Nil 
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New Delhi, the6th November, 2007 

S.O. 3387.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I D. 42/ 
2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Airport Authority of India and their 
workman, which was received by die Central Government 
on06-i 1-2007. 

[No. L-11012/7/2007-lR (M)} 
N. S. BORA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 19th September, 2007 
PRESENT: 


1C JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


Industrial Despute No. 42/2007 


[In this matter of the dispute for adjudication under . 
clause (d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Airport Authority of India 
and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Ravi, : I Party/ 

S/o Sri Raman, Petitioner 

Masilapalayam P.O. 

Madayankuttai Via Muttur 
Salem-636452 

Vs. 


The Airport Officer, II Party/ 

Airport Authority of India Ltd., Respondent 

Salem Airport, Kamalapuram Post, 

Omalur Taluk, 

Salem Distt. 


APPEARANCE: 

For the Petitioner : Sri P. K. Parameswaran 

For the Management : None 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Minishy of Labour vide its 
Order No. L-11012/7/2007-IR(M) dated 9-7-2007 referred 
the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of Airport 

Authority of India in not regularizing the services of 

Sri R. Ravi is legal and justified. If not, to what relief 

is the workman entitled for?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 42/2007 and issued notices 
to both sides. After that the petitioner entered through his 
Advocate and filed claim statement and on the other hand, 
the Respondent has not appeared either personally or 
through their representative even after two notices and he 
was set exparte. 

3. The allegations in the claim statement/memo of 
objection are briefly as follows: 

The petitioner was appointed as watch and ward by 
one, New Everest Security Services in the year 1994 and 
the work was allotted by the Respondent/Management. 
But the petitioner signed in the attendance register 
maintained by the Respondent and also getting the salary 
from the Respondent/Management. The petitioner and 
9 others thus employed by the contractor were under the 
impression that the contract would be renewed every year 
but to their surprise the Contract of the contractor which 
was expired in the year 1998 was not renewed. The 
petitioners fearing of their termination have filed a Writ 
Petition before the Hon’ble High Court which was numberd 
as WP No. 2719, 3407 of 1998 and in that Hon’ble High 
Court directed the Respondent that they should provide 
work to the petitioner and other 9 persons and also further 
directed that they should be regularized in the services. 
After that the Respondent/Management* has called the 
petitioner and other workers and report for duty on contract 
basis by its Order no. AAI/NAD/SM/EB. 15/329 dated 
21/22-9-1998. The work allotted to the petitioner and others 
is not only watch and ward hut also the preliminaiy nature 
of work and the work is perennial in nature which is very 
essential and without which at the Airport Operation of 
landing and taking of flights cannot be possible. While so, 
on 18-3-2005, the petitioner was not permitted to enter into 
the Airport and not even permitted to meet the Airport 
Officer. The petitioner was not given any notice by oral or 
written before such termination of his services and the 
Respondent has also employed certain other workers for 
doing the same work in the Airport. This action of the 
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Respondent is illegal, honest in law. They have also issued a 
letter to the petitioner to vacate the quarters immediately. The 
petitioner learnt that the Respondent/Management had 
preferred an appeal against the orders of the Writ Petition and 
it had obtained an order in their favour by concealing the real 
tacts. Now the action of the Respondent in terminating the 
services of tfre petitioner is illegal and against the mandatory 
provisions pf the Industrial Disputes Act. Therefore, the 
petitioner prays this Tribunal to reinstate him in service with 
back-wages : from the date of termination viz. 18-03-2005 and 
to regularise the services of the petitioner in the Respondent/ 
Management and also for consequential benefits. 

4. As already pointed out, the Respondent has not 
appeared before this Tribunal even after 2 notices, 
therefore, the Respondent was set ex-parte and an award is 
passed by this Tribunal with the memo of objection filed 
by the petitioner. 

Points for determination are: 

(i) Whether the action of the management 
Authority of India in not regularizing the Service 
Sri R. Ravi is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief is the workman entitled to? 

Point No. 1 

5. The petitioner alleged that he was appointed as 
watch and ward by New Security Services, a contractor 
under the Respondent/Management during the year 1994 
and he further alleged that he and 9 others were appointed 
as such in the first Respondent/Management though he 
entered into contract with the said contractor, it is only the 
Respondent has said the salary and the Respondent 
Officers have given instructions to do the work. During 
the year 1998, when the petitioner came to know that the 
contract was not extended to the New Everest Security 
Services and fearing of termination he and other 9 workers 
have filed a Writ Petition before the Hon'ble High Court in 
WPNo. 2719,3407 of 1998 for regularizing their services in 
the Respondent/Management. In that WP, the Hon’bte 
High Court has directed the Respondent/Management to 
absorb the petitioner and 9 others in the employment of 
the Respondent/Management and in view of the order 
passed by the Hon’ble High Court, the Respondent/ 
Management called the petitioner and other workers to 
report for duty vide its Order No. Airport Authority of 
IndianAD/SM/EB. 15/32 dated 21/22-9-1998. It is his father 
contention that he and other workers joined the duty and 
they have worked as per the instructions of the Officers of 
the Respondent/Management but they have not been 
confirmed by the Respondent/Management. It is his 
contention that even though he was appointed as watch 
and ward, the work done by the petitioner and others are 
perennial in nature and they are very essential and without 
of which the Airport Operation of landing and taking of 
flights would not be possible. It is his further contention 


that while so on 18-3-2005, the Respondent/Management 
without any notice or notice of termination has not 
permitted the petitioner and others to enter into the 
premises. Thus the Respondent/Management has 
terminated the services of the petitioner and others. The 
action of the Respondent/Management in terminating the 
services of the petitioner and others is illegal and void 
abinitio. The Respondent/Management has not followed 
the mandatory provisions of the Section 25(F) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. Hence they have raised a dispute 
before the labour authorities, and on its failure of 
conciliation, the matter was referred to this Tribunal. 

6. The learned counsel of the petitioner contended 
the action of the Respondent/Management for terminating 
the services of the petitioner is illegal and against the 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act. Even before this 
Tribunal, the Respondent has not appeared before this 
Tribunal to deny the allegations of the petitioner and as 
such an award is to be passed against the Respondent/ 
Management. I find much force in the contentions of the 
learned counsel of the petitioner. Further, the petitioner has 
filed a copy of the order dated 21/22-9-98 issued by the 
Respondent/Management asking the petitioner to report for 
duty. He has also filed the copy of the 7 order of the Writ 
Petition Nos. 2719 and 3407 to 3413 of 1998 dated 19-6-1998 
wherein the petitioner and others have filed a Writ Petition 
against the Respondent/Management. Since the Respondent 
has not appeared before this Court and not filed any 
objection against the allegation of the petitioner and remained 
ex-parte, 1 find the contention of the petitioner is to be 
believed. As such I find this point in favour of the petitioner. 

Point No. 2 

In view of my foregoing findings, I find the petitioner 
is entitled to reinstatement in service. Further the 
Respondent is directed to regularize the’ petitioner in the 
service of the Respondent/Management. The petitioner is 
also entitled to consequential benefits. 

8 Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him. 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 19th September, 200*7. 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses Examined:— 

For the I Party/Petitioner 

: None 

For the II Party/Management 
Documents Marked:— 

: None 

From the Petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Nil 


From the Management side: 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Nil 
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